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Abstract 
The current study examined teachers' natural use of praise and reprimand in middle and 
high school (sixth through twelfth grade) general education classrooms. In addition, the 
relations between praise and reprimand and teacher stress and self-efficacy were 
examined. Praise and reprimand data were collected via 20-minute, direct observation 
(940 total observation minutes). On average, middle and high school teachers delivered 
11.7 total praises per hour and 10.4 total reprimands per hour (I.I to 1 praise-to­
reprimand ratio). Middle school teachers delivered 12.8 total praises per hour and 14.5 
total reprimands per hour (0.9 to 1 praise-to-reprimand ratio) and high school teachers 
delivered 7. 0 total praises per hour and 11.5 total reprimands per hour ( 1. 4 to 1 praise-to­
reprimand ratio). There was no statistically significant difference between middle and 
high school teachers' use of praise. Middle school teachers reprimanded more frequently 
than high school teachers did, and this difference was statistically significant. In terms of 
teacher stress and self-efficacy, teachers who reported higher levels of stress used more 
reprimands, and teachers who reported higher levels of self-efficacy used fewer 
reprimands. Lastly, teacher-reported stress was negatively correlated with teacher self­
efficacy. Implications and future directions are discussed. 
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An Examination of Teachers' Natural Praise-to-Reprimand Ratios 
and Perceptions of Self-efficacy and Stress 
Introduction 
Teaching is considered a 'high-stress' profession; approximately one fourth of 
school teachers describe teaching as extremely stressful (Kyriacou, 2001). This is not 
surprising considering that in the past 20 years more teachers have been evaluated based 
on students' state-standardized testing performance (von der Embse, Pendergast, Segool, 
Saeki, & Ryan, 2016; Kyriacou, 2001) all while striving to provide inclusive classroom 
instruction to students with diverse learning needs (Avramidis, Bayliss, & Burden, 2000). 
A further complication is that students who struggle academically are more likely to 
exhibit behavioral challenges (Barry, Lyman, Klinger, 2002; Frick, et al., 1991; Hinshaw, 
1992). Therefore, teachers are faced with high-stakes evaluations (which are tied to their 
pay and tenure status), adequately addressing the learning needs of all students in their 
classes, and effectively managing student behavior. 
Teachers who effectively manage student behavior may experience less stress and 
more confidence in their teaching abilities. Collie, Shapka, and Perry (2012) found that 
teachers who reported higher levels of stress (related to students' behavior) also reported 
lower teacher efficacy. Teachers commonly report that they are insufficiently trained to 
manage student behavior problems (Begeney & Martens, 2006; Nahal, 2010), and 
increased levels of stress and poor self-efficacy related to dealing with student 
misbehavior may explain why teachers decide to leave the field of education (Collie et 
al., 2012). Collie et al. (2012) found that student discipline, related workload, and sense 
of teaching efficacy were directly related to job satisfaction. Ingersoll (2001) surveyed 
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teachers and found that 25% of those who left the field cited student discipline problems 
as a contributing factor. Therefore, examining simple, evidence-based teacher strategies, 
like praise-to-reprimand ratios, has the potential to positively impact teacher stress, 
increase teacher self-efficacy, and result in the retention of quality educators that might 
otherwise leave the field. The purpose of this study is to examine the relation between 
teachers' praise-to-reprimand ratios and teacher self-efficacy and stress. The next section 
will begin by reviewing praise and reprimand definitions, rates, and their impact on 
student behavior. 
Teacher Praise and Reprimands 
Definitions. White (1975) was the first to study the natural occurrence of teacher 
praise and reprimands over 40 years ago. In her study, White used the terms "approval" 
and "disapproval" to examine praise and reprimand rates among first through twelfth 
grade teachers. Approval was defined as "a verbal praise or encouragement" (White, 
1975, p. 368). Disapproval was defined as "any verbal criticism, reproach, or statement 
that indicated that the student's behavior should change from what was unacceptable to 
acceptable to the teacher" (White, 1975, p. 368). 
Early researchers defined praise and reprimand strictly by verbal remarks 
(Beaman & Wheldall, 2000); however, there are other ways teachers can communicate 
their approval and disapproval (e.g., giving a high five, giving a "disapproving look" or 
guiding a student physically to a desired location). In 1985, Nafpaktitis, Mayer, and 
Butterworth included gestures in their definition of reprimand (i.e., any verbal criticism, 
disapproving gesture, and implementation of punitive contingencies such as isolation, 
penalties, and fines). Nafpaktitis et al. also included gestures in their definition of praise 
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(i.e., verbal praise, approving gestures, physical contact, recognition, and delivery of 
token or tangible rewards). 
Recent studies have broken praise and reprimands down into narrower categories. 
Praise is commonly described as either general or behavior-specific (Floress & Jenkins, 
2015; Reinke, Stormont, Herman, Wachsmuth, & Newcomer, 2015). Floress and Jenkins 
(2015) defined general praise (GP) as "any nonspecific verbalization or gesture that 
expresses a favorable judgment on an activity, product, or attribute of the student" (e.g., 
Good job! or Way to go!; p. 4). Behavior-specific praise (BSP) was defined as "any 
specific verbalization or gesture that expresses a favorable judgment on an activity, 
product, or attribute of the student" (e.g., You did a great job picking up all your crayons! 
Floress & Jenkins, 2015, p. 4). 
Reinke et al. (2015) divided reprimands into two categories: explicit and harsh. 
Explicit reprimand was defined as a "verbal comment or gesture by the teacher to 
indicate disapproval of behavior; concise (brief) in a normal speaking tone" (e.g., That 
was not a good choice; Reinke et al., 2015, p. 163). Harsh reprimand was defined as a 
"verbal comment or gesture to indicate disapproval of behavior using a voice louder than 
typical for the setting or a harsh, critical, or sarcastic tone" (e.g., Do you think that 
standing on the table is a good decision? Reinke et al., 2015, p. 163). For the current 
study, praise and reprimand definitions were gleaned from the literature (Floress & 
Jenkins, 2015; Reinke et al., 2015). Definitions for BSP and GP will be used; however, 
reprimands will be further divided into four categories (i.e., mild, medium, harsh, and 
gesture). Operational definitions are described in detail in the method section. The next 
section will review natural praise-to-reprimand rates. 
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Natural rates. As mentioned previously, White (1975) was the first to investigate 
the natural occurrence of teacher praise and reprimand rates in the absence of 
intervention. White and colleagues measured teachers' natural frequency of praise and 
reprimands simultaneously via direct observation. Observations took place in first 
through twelfth grade classrooms during teacher-led instruction. In total, 8340 
observation minutes were collected and results indicated that as teachers taught older 
students, their praise and reprimand rates declined. Jenkins et al. (2015) included White's 
findings in their review of teachers' praise rates and recalculated White's praise rates into 
early elementary (first and second grade), late elementary (third through fifth grade), 
middle school (sixth through eighth grade), and high school (nfoth, tenth, and twelfth 
grade) so that comparisons between grade levels could be made. For the current study, 
White's reprimand rates were re-calculated into the same grade level groups. First and 
second grades teachers delivered 43.7 praises and 33.2 reprimands per hour (1.3 to 1 
ratio). In third-fifth grade, teachers averaged 21.0 praises and 31.2 reprimands per hour 
(0.7 to 1 ratio). In middle school, teachers averaged 17.1 praises and 28.l reprimands per 
hour (0.6 to 1 ratio). In high school teachers used 8.4 praises on average per hour and 
15.0 reprimands per hour (0.6 to I ratio; Jenkins et al., p. 5). 
Heller and White (1975) examined the natural rates of verbal praise and 
reprimands simultaneously during teacher-lead instruction. Rates were collected among 
I 0 middle school teachers who taught seventh through ninth grade. Students were 
divided into two groups, low and high ability. High ability students scored at or higher 
than national reading norms, while low ability students scored below national reading 
norms. 
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The overall natural rate of praise and reprimands observed across both groups of 
students was 17.1 praises and 31.2 reprimands per hour (0.6 to I ratio), which is 
consistent with findings reported by White (1975) among teachers in grades 6, 7, and 8 
(i.e., 0.6 to 1 ratio). When the two ability groups were compared, results indicated that 
teachers used more reprimands with students in the low ability group (38.1 reprimands 
per hour) compared to the high ability group (24.3 reprimands per hour). Although the 
current study will not be examining the difference between praise-to-reprimand ratios 
among low and high achieving students, this finding emphasizes that students who have 
higher academic challenges are more likely to exhibit behavior problems and are also 
more likely to receive teacher reprimands (Heller & White, 1975). 
Nafpaktitis, Mayer, and Butterworth (1985) expanded upon previous research by 
examining teachers' natural praise and reprimand rates (verbal and nonverbal) in relation 
to student on-task behavior in the classroom. Previous studies (Heller & White, 1975; 
White, 1975) focused solely on verbal reprimands; however, Nafpaktitis et al. (1985) 
argued that nonverbal gestures are important to measure because teachers can 
unknowingly and unintentionally attend to students' behavior. Nafpaktitis and colleagues 
measured praise and reprimand rates as well as students' disruptive, off-task, and on-task 
behaviors concurrently during teacher-lead instruction. However, praise and reprimands 
were only recorded following student disruptive, off-task, or on-task behavior. 
Eighty-four teachers from 29 schools with students in grades 6-9 were observed. 
On average, teachers used 54.0 praises and 17.4 reprimands per hour (3.1 to 1 ratio). This 
ratio was much higher than the ratios reported by White (1975) among sixth, seventh, and 
eight grade classrooms or White and Heller (1975) among seventh, eighth, and ninth 
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grade classrooms (0.6 to 1 and 0.6 to 1, respectively). These differences may be attributed 
to Nafpaktitis et al. adding nonverbal examples into the operational definitions for praise 
and reprimand. 
Nafpaktitis et al. (1985) also reported that teacher reprimand rates were related to 
student behavior. Classrooms with lower teacher reprimands had higher rates of student 
on-task behavior; whereas classrooms with higher teacher reprimands had more student 
disruptive and off-task behaviors. Floress, Jenkins, Reinke, and McKown (2017) found a 
similar relation between teacher BSP and student off-task behavior. Although teacher 
praise and student behavior were not collected simultaneously, classrooms with higher 
BSP had less student off-task behavior. Interestingly, Floress and colleagues did not find 
a similar relation between GP and off-task behavior, which may stress the importance of 
collecting both praise and reprimand data more precisely so that subcategories can be 
teased apart and compared. 
Although their study was not conducted in the United States, Thomas, Presland, 
Grant, and Glynn (1978) found a lower observed praise-to-reprimand ratio among 
seventh grade teachers during teacher-led instruction (i.e., 12.0 praises and 34.9 
reprimands per hour; 0.3 to 1 ratio). This ratio is consistent with findings reported by 
Heller and White (1975) and White (1975). On the other hand, Wheldall, Houghton, and 
Merrett (1989) found a higher praise-to-reprimand ratio observed among sixth through 
tenth-grade teachers during instruction (i.e., 38.3 praises and 31.9 reprimands; 1.2 to 1 
ratio), which is closer to the 3 .1 to 1 ratio among sixth through ninth grade reported by 
Nafpaktitis et al. (1985). 
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The studies reviewed thus far reported total praise and total reprimand rates, 
rather than measuring praise and reprimand at the subcategory level (e.g., GP, BSP, mild 
reprimand, harsh reprimand). Reinke, Herman, and Stormont (2013) observed 33 
elementary classrooms (kindergarten through third grade) during teacher-lead instruction 
and reported natural praise and reprimand rates by subcategories. On average, teachers 
delivered 33.6 total praises per hour (25.8 GP per hour and 7.8 BSP per hour) and 40.2 
total reprimands per hour (39.0 explicit reprimands per hour and 1.2 harsh reprimands per 
hour (Reinke et al., 2013). Therefore, teachers delivered fewer total praises than total 
reprimands per hour (0.84 total praise to 1 total reprimand) and the ratio for BSP to total 
reprimands was 0.19 to 1. It is important to examine total praise to total reprimand and 
BSP to total reprimands because the literature consistently describes BSP as a superior 
form of praise compared to GP (Brophy, 1981; Smith & Rivera, 1993; Walker, 1979). 
BSP is generally seen as superior to GP because when a teacher uses BSP he/she creates 
a clear connection (for the child) between teacher approval and a specific behavior 
(Hawkins & Heflin, 2011 ). Although BSP is preferred, recommended praise-to­
reprimand ratios are not specific in terms of praise or reprimand type. Therefore, it is 
assumed that the recommended ratios are referring to total praise and total reprimands. 
All middle and high school rates are summarized in Table 1. The next section reviews 
the recommended praise-to-reprimand ratio and the effect on student behavior. 
Recommended rates and student behavior. Higher praise-to-reprimand ratios 
have been linked to various educational benefits including a positive learning 
environment, increases in appropriate student behavior, and increases in student 
engagement (Stitcher, Lewis, Whittaker, Richter, & Trussell, 2009). When teachers 
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provide praise that identifies students' effort, rather than criticizing faults or mistakes, a 
welcoming academic environment is created in which students are more likely to interact 
in the learning process (Trussell, 2008). 
Although no study has experimentally manipulated ratios, recommended praise­
to-reprimand ratios in the classroom range from 3: I (Sprick, 1985) to 4: I (Walker, 
Colvin, & Ramsey, 1995; Walker, Ramsey, & Gresham, 2004). Providing a 
recommendation for an ideal praise ratio can be traced back to John Gottman, a professor 
of psychology at the University of Washington who was a co founder of the Seattle 
Marital and Family Institute, also known as the "Love Lab" (Flora, 2000). Based on the 
observation of2000 couples, Gottman developed a ratio model that predicted that 
spouses who were observed to engage in at least five positive interactions (approval) for 
every aversive interaction (criticism) would remain married (i.e., not divorce; Flora, 
2000). 
Gottman, Coan, Carrere, and Swanson (1998) examined positive-to-negative 
ratios among 130 newlywed couples who were video-taped during one, 15-minute 
conversation. The couple's interactions were categorized into five positive codes (i.e., 
interest, validation, affection, humor, or joy) and ten negative codes (i.e., disgust, 
contempt, belligerence, domineering, anger, fear/tension, defensiveness, whining, 
sadness, or stonewalling). Couples who had a positive-to-negative ratio of 5 to I during 
the conversation were predicted to stay together, while couples with lower ratios were 
predicted to divorce. A follow-up with the couples found that Gottman and colleagues 
predicted divorce with 83% accuracy (Gottman et al., 1998). The following section will 
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discuss studies that have examined praise-to-reprimand ratios and student outcomes in 
the classroom setting. 
Research findings have demonstrated that using both a positive (i.e., praise) and 
negative (i.e., reprimand) approach in combination may be important for effective 
classroom management. For example, Pfiffner, Rosen, and O'Leary (1 985) examined 
whether an all-positive approach to classroom management was effective in increasing 
on-task behavior and academic performance. Eight students (five, second grade and three, 
third grade) and a special education teacher were observed for one hour a day for 46 
days. An ABCBACA design was implemented where the following phases were 
manipulated: (A) the teacher's baseline use of praise and reprimands, (B) eliminating 
reprimands (teacher was instructed to eliminate reprimands and implement praise as 
usual, and (C) enhanced praise (continue to not use reprimands but increase rates of 
praise). The authors reported that the all-positive (enhanced praise) phase (phase C) was 
not as effective in increasing student on-task behavior as phase A. The authors 
concluded that using a management system that includes both positive (praise) and 
negative (reprimand) consequences is most effective in decreasing students' on-task 
behavior because on-task behavior was highest in phase A, when teachers used 
reprimands. During phase A, when both positive and negative consequences were used, 
the ratio of praise to reprimand was 3. 1to 1; 3.8 to 1; and 3. 5 to 1, respectively. Pfiffner 
et al. ( 1985) argued that using both positive and negative consequences (at least 3 
positives to 1 negative) created a more effective and positive learning environment. 
Good and Grouws ( 1977) suggested that a similar ratio (3.5 praises to 1 
reprimand) was ideal. In their study, they examined whether teacher praise and negative 
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feedback influenced students' academic achievement. Forty-one classroom teachers were 
observed during instruction and found that teachers who used a 3 to I praise-to­
reprimand ratio had students with higher student achievement scores on the Iowa Test of 
Basic Skills. The next section reviews previous studies measuring teacher stress. 
Teacher Stress 
Teaching is a high stress profession (Collie et al., 2012). Teacher stress is defined 
broadly as any unpleasant, negative emotion (e.g., anger, anxiety, frustration, depression) 
experienced by a teacher related to their work as a teacher (Kyriacou, 2001 ). Stress is 
likely related to various sources, including relationships with parents, relationships with 
other professionals, and workload (Klassen & Chiu, 20 I 0). However, many teachers 
report that classroom management and high levels of student disruptive behavior are 
common teacher stressors (Griffith, Steptoe, & Cropley, 1999; Klassen & Chiu, 2010; 
Kyriacou, 1987). Examining teacher stress, as it relates to student disruptive behavior, 
may provide insight into why teachers decide to leave the field of education. 
Teachers who reported high levels of stress also reported a greater likelihood to 
leave the field (Center & Steventon, 2001). Ingersoll (2001) surveyed teachers who had 
decided to leave the field due to dissatisfaction, and found that 25% of these teachers 
reported that student discipline was a factor in their decision to leave. These studies 
suggest that teacher stress may be related to managing student disruptive behavior; 
however, it is unclear whether specific management strategies (e.g., teachers' use of 
praise and reprimand) are related to teacher stress and potentially their decision to leave 
the field of education. 
PRAISE TO REPRIMANDS, TEACHER STRESS, AND SELF-EFFICACY 17 
Research findings suggest that students with behavior problems receive less 
teacher praise and more teacher reprimands compared to children without behavior 
problems (Sutherland, Lewis-Palmer, Stichter, & Morgan, 2008; Sutherland & Oswald, 
2005). Students who are off-task or disruptive evoke few positive interactions from their 
teacher, which likely leads to more off-task and disruptive behavior (Merret & Wheldall, 
1986). On the other hand, as teacher praise increases, reprimands decrease (Caldarella, 
Williams, Hansen, & Wills, 2015; Reinke et al., 2008; Wills, Iwaszuk, Kamps, & 
Shumate, 2014). If teachers who praise more frequently, have classrooms with less 
disruptive behavior, these teachers may also experience less stress related to student 
disruptive behavior. Similarly, teachers who reprimand more frequently (and praise less 
frequently), may experience more stress related to student disruptive behavior. 
Teacher Stress and Self-efficacy 
It is easy to imagine how dealing with students' disruptive behavior (e.g., not 
following directions, talking back, repeatedly doing things asked not to do) would be 
stressful. When students are disruptive, teachers not only attempt to manage the 
disruptive student, but also try to manage the aftermath of the disrupted learning 
environment (e.g., students who are distracted from learning). Dealing with this type of 
stressful situation may influence teachers' confidence in their ability to teach effectively 
(Miller, Ferguson, & Byrne, 2000; Poulou & Norwich, 2000). Teachers' perceived stress, 
related to students' behaviors, is negatively correlated with their teaching self-efficacy 
(Collie et al., 2012; Klassen & Chiu, 2010). 
Collie et al. (2012) conducted a study to examine an explanatory model of the 
interrelationships between stress, teaching efficacy, and job satisfaction and their relation 
PRAISE TO REPRIMANDS, TEACHER STRESS, AND SELF-EFFICACY 18 
to teachers' perceptions of school climate and social-emotional learning (SEL). 
Participants included 664 elementary and secondary teachers from general and special 
education classrooms. Each teacher completed a survey that included items measuring 
stress, teaching efficacy, job satisfaction, school climate, and SEL. Teachers who 
reported high levels of stress, due to student behavior and discipline, reported lower 
teaching efficacy (Collie et al., 2012). This finding suggests a negative relationship 
between teachers who experience high stress (related to student behavior problems) and 
teachers' confidence in their abilities to manage students with behavior problems. 
In a simjlar study, Klassen and Chju (2010) examined the relationships among 
years of experience, self-efficacy, stress, and job satisfaction. In their study, 1,430 
teachers (grades K- 12th) completed a survey that included demographic questions, a 12-
item self-efficacy scale, a 2-item job satisfaction scale, an item measuring job stress, and 
a 7-item scale measuring sources of job stress. Klassen and Chiu reported that teachers 
with higher overall teaching stress had lower job satisfaction. Specifically, teachers with 
high classroom stress had poor self-efficacy (Klassen & Chiu, 2010). 
Another factor that can affect self-efficacy is behavioral strategies teachers use. 
Emmer and Hickman ( 1991) wanted to determine if efficacy in classroom management 
and discipline was wstinct from overall teacher efficacy. In addition, they created a scale 
to measure teacher efficacy in classroom management and discipline. Participants in 
their study were 40 undergraduate teacher education students enrolled in a practicum 
course and 30 student teachers in their last semester prior to graduating with a teaching 
degree. Each participant completed the efficacy scale, and supervisors of the student 
teachers rated participants on teaching and managerial performance. Emmer and 
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Hick.man found that teacher education students and student teachers who use strategies 
such as encouraging student effort, praising, giving extra attention to positive behaviors, 
and developing plans of change for children with problem behaviors reported higher 
levels of self-efficacy. 
A teacher's self-efficacy in classroom management may also be influenced by 
how overwhelmed or exhausted he or she is due to managing disruptive student behavior. 
Dicke et al. (2014) examined the relation between emotional exhaustion (due to 
classroom disturbances) and teacher education students' self-efficacy in classroom 
management. Each student teacher was surveyed and those who had higher self-efficacy 
in classroom management also reported fewer student disturbances and lower emotional 
exhaustion (Dicke et al., 2014). Similarly, Aloe, Amo, and Shanahan (2014) conducted a 
meta-analysis of 16 studies related to classroom management and self-efficacy. Results of 
the meta-analysis found that higher levels of self-efficacy were significantly correlated 
with lower feelings of burnout and more feelings of accomplishment. 
Teacher Stress, Self-efficacy, and Strategies 
Training teachers how to implement effective strategies to decrease disruptive 
behaviors may be one way to combat teacher stress. A study conducted by Zhai, Raver, 
and Li-Grining (2011) suggested that strategies for classroom management can be taught 
to teachers and decrease teacher stress; however, learning these strategies did not increase 
teachers' self-confidence in implementing the strategies. In this study, The Chicago 
School Readiness Project (CSRP) was used to teach effective behavior management 
strategies (outside and inside the classroom). Examples of strategies included: building 
positive relationships with students; providing students with a variety of choices; having 
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pre-determined clear, objective classroom rules; using praise effectively to increase target 
behaviors; and understanding how to use incentives with individual students and 
classroom-wide to decrease behavior problems. 
In addition to teaching effective behavior management strategies, stress-reduction 
workshops were implemented. Zhai and colleagues found that teachers reported an 
increase in their perceptions of job control and resources, but a decrease in their self­
confidence in current behavior management strategies (as measured by perceptions of job 
control, job demands, and confidence in behavior management; Zhai et al., 2011). This 
study suggests that even though teachers learned about effective classroom management 
(e.g., praise and incentives) and stress reduction strategies, they may not necessarily 
implement these strategies, which may explain the decrease in teacher confidence after 
learning about these strategies. 
Clunies-Ross, Little, and Kienhuis (2008) examined teachers' self-reported and 
actual use of classroom management strategies and the relationships among these 
strategies, stress, and student behavior. The authors categorized classroom management 
strategies as proactive (i.e., teacher behaviors that can be used to lessen the likelihood of 
a student demonstrating inappropriate behavior and altering a situation before problems 
escalate) or reactive (i.e., teacher behaviors that occur following a student's inappropriate 
behavior) strategies. For example, establishing a predetermined set of classroom rules 
was considered a proactive strategy, whereas providing a punitive consequence for an 
inappropriate behavior (e.g., taking away recess) was considered a reactive strategy. 
Teachers' self-reported classroom management strategies were reportedly consistent with 
the classroom management strategies teachers were observed to use. The authors found 
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that reactive strategies (reprimands) significantly predicted higher teacher stress and were 
significantly correlated with lower student on-task behavior; however higher rates of 
proactive strategies did not predict lower teacher stress (Clunies-Ross et al., 2008). 
Classroom management strategies may be an important factor in reducing teacher stress. 
Studies by Zhai et al. (2011) and Clunies-Ross et al. (2008) suggest that teaching 
effective strategies may reduce or prevent higher levels of teacher stress and increase 
self-efficacy in classroom management. 
Literature Summary and Impact of Proposed Research 
Teaching is a high-stress profession (Collie et al., 2012), which may (in part) be 
related to dealing with student disruptive behavior (Griffith et al., 1999; Klassen & Chiu, 
201 O; Kyriacou, 1987). Furthermore, teachers who report higher levels of stress due to 
student disruptive behavior are more likely to report lower self-efficacy in managing 
student misbehavior (Collie et al., 2012). Teachers who report low self-efficacy are more 
likely to report feeling "burned out" or fatigued (Aloe et al., 2014) and are more likely to 
report dealing with student misbehavior (Dicke et al., 2014). These findings are 
particularly disturbing because dealing with student misbehavior may contribute to 
teachers' decision to leave the field of education (Ingersoll, 2001). In addition, this leads 
to larger teacher shortage problems within the field. Universally training teachers to use 
effective, easy-to-implement, cost-effective strategies that promote appropriate student 
behavior and decrease student problem behaviors may assist in retaining high-quality 
teachers. For example, when teachers are trained to deliver more praise than reprimand 
(Nafpaktitis et al., 1985), student disruptive and off-task behavior decreases (Stitcher et 
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al., 2009; Trussell, 2008) and teachers report more self-efficacy in managing student 
behavior (Emmer & Hickman, 1991 ). 
Unfortunately, no study has identified an ideal praise-to-reprimand ratio, although 
recommended ratios range from 3-4 praises to 1 reprimand (Good & Grouws, 1977; 
Pfiffner et al., 1985). Examining teachers' natural praise-to-reprimand ratios can provide 
insight into what teachers typically do in the classroom and is more likely to inform 
whether universal training is warranted. However, few studies have examined teachers' 
natural praise-to-reprimand ratios, especially among middle and high school teachers. 
Previous findings suggest that middle and high school teachers provide low praise-to­
reprimand ratios (i.e., 0.50 to 1 ;  Heller & White, 1975; Thomas et al., 1978; White, 1 975) 
except for the study conducted by Natpakititis et al. ( 1985), which reported an average 
ratio of 3 praises to I reprimand. These studies are dated and it is unclear whether the 
findings (from more than three decades ago) are consistent with teachers' use of praise 
and reprimand today. Lastly, although student disruptive behavior is related to teacher 
stress (Griffith et al., 1999; Klassen & Chiu, 201 O; Kyriacou, 1 987), it is unclear whether 
teachers who naturally have a low praise-to-reprimand ratio report more stress and lower 
self-efficacy. For these reasons, examining teachers' natural use of praise and reprimand 
and the relation of this ratio to teacher stress and self-efficacy is an important area of 
study. Research on this topic is likely to inform the need for universal teacher training 
and teacher job quality in relation to behavior management strategies. 
Current Study 
The current study has two aims. The first is to measure the natural ratio of praise 
and reprimand among middle and high school classrooms. The natural ratio is described 
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as the current praise to reprimand ratio delivered by a teacher prior to any intervention or 
manipulation of praise or reprimands. The second is to examine whether a relation exists 
between teachers' natural use of praise and reprimand and stress and whether a relation 
exists between teachers' natural praise and reprimand and self-efficacy. The following 
research questions were posed: 
1 )  What is the average praise-to-reprimand ratio among middle school and high 
school teachers? It is predicted that middle school teachers will have a 1: 1 praise-to­
reprimand ratio, while high school teachers will have a lower ratio (e.g., 0.6: I praise to 
reprimand). Based on past research, middle school teachers' ratios have ranged from 
0.3:1 to 3. I : 1 praise to reprimand, with an average ratio of 1 : 1 praise to reprimand 
(Thomas et al., 1978; Heller & White, date; White, 1975; Wheldall et al., 1989; 
Nafpaktitis et al., 1985). Based on the White ( 1 975) high school sample, the average 
praise-to-reprimand ratio was 0.6 to l (with a downward trend in praise as grade level 
increased); therefore, middle school teachers are predicted to use more praises to 
reprimands (e.g., 1 :  1 )  compared to high school teachers (e.g., 0.6: 1 ). 
2) Do teachers who report higher levels of stress have lower praise-to-reprimand 
ratios? Teachers report that managing student disruptive behavior is stressful (Griffith et 
al., 1999; Klassen & Chiu, 2010; Kyriacou, 1987) and when teachers increase their use of 
praise, student disruptive behavior decreases (Stitcher et al., 2009; Trussell, 2008). 
Therefore, it is predicted that teachers who have a lower praise-to-reprimand ratio (e.g., 
less praise to reprimands) will report higher levels of stress. 
3) Do teachers who report lower levels of self-efficacy have lower praise-to­
reprimand ratios? Currently, there is no research on teachers' self-efficacy and praise-to-
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reprimand ratios; however, teacher stress and self-efficacy are negatively correlated 
(Collie et al., 2012; Klassen & Chiu, 201 0). Furthermore, student disruptive behavior is a 
source of teacher stress (Griffith et al., 1999; Klassen & Chiu, 2010; Kyriacou, 1987) and 
when teachers use effective behavior management strategies (i.e., praise), student 
disruptive behavior decreases (Stitcher et al., 2009; Trussell, 2008). Therefore, it is 
predicted that teachers who report lower levels of self-efficacy will have a lower praise­
to-reprimand ratio. 
4) Do teachers who report lower levels of self-efficacy report higher levels of 
stress? Research suggests that there is a negative relationship between stress and self­
efficacy among teachers (Collie et al., 2012; Klassen & Chiu, 2010); therefore, it is 
predicted that teachers who report lower levels of self-efficacy will report higher levels of 
stress. 
Method 
Participants and Setting 
Forty-seven middle and high school, general education teachers from nine schools 
located in Central Illinois participated in the study. Of the 47 participants, 1 8  were middle 
school teachers and 29 were high school teachers (see Table 2). Every teacher held a 
teaching certificate and a bachelor's degree. Sixty-eight percent (n = 32) of the 
participants also held a master's degree. Teachers who participated taught classes in 
which teacher-led instruction took place so that (in total) a 20-minute observation could 
be completed. For example, teachers who taught traditional, lecture-based subjects such 
as English, math, science, and social studies were invited to participate. General 
education teachers whose classroom makeup included general and special education 
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students were also invited to participate. Teachers excluded from the study included those 
who taught classes that are not conducive to at least 20-minutes of teacher-led instruction 
(e.g., band/or physical education). 
All participants identified as white/Caucasian and 32% were male. Most 
participants ( 66%) had been teaching 1 5  or fewer years ( 1 1  teaching 1-5 years, 1 0  
teaching 6-10 years, 1 0  teaching 1 1 - 1 5  years). Approximately 50% (n = 2 1 )  of 
participants reported that they took a behavior management class as part of their teacher 
education program. However, of those who took a behavior management class, a majority 
reported the class was through a master's program not through a four-year education 
program. Small incentives were provided for their participation (i.e., $5 gift card or 
chocolate). 
Materials and Instruments 
Teacher demographic questionnaire. The teacher demographic questionnaire 
included 1 3  items. Teachers were asked to provide their name, age, sex, race, years of 
teaching experience, level of education, type of teaching certificate (i.e., general 
education or special education), any special teacher training (e.g., crisis management 
training or reading interventionist training) and location of training, the name of the class 
observed (e.g., Freshman Algebra or Senior English), a description of the student 
population of the class observed (e.g., all general education, some general education and 
some special education, all special education), a rating of the behavioral difficulty of the 
class observed compared to other classes taught in the past, and if they took a behavior 
management class (see Appendix C). 
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Teacher stress measure. The teacher stress measure was obtained from Yoon 
(2002) and is a 3-item scale on which teachers rated their perceived stress related to 
managing student disruptive behaviors. Teachers rated the two items "Having to deal 
with behavioral problems in class, I have considered leaving this profession" and "I am 
very satisfied with my teaching career" on a 7-point scale where 1 = "not true at all" and 
7 = "very true." Teachers rated the third item "How stressful do you find handling 
behaviorally challenging students" on a 5-point scale where 1 = "not at all stressed" and 5 
= "extremely stressed." These three items were used to measure teacher stress and how 
teacher stress influenced student-teacher relationships among a sample of 1 1 3  elementary 
(kindergarten through 5th grade) teachers. Internal consistency between the items was 
acceptable (Cronbach's alpha = 0.69; Yoon, 2002). Information on evidence of validity 
was not provided in the article. A total stress score was calculated using the total of the 
three items. Reverse scoring was used with the second item, "I am very satisfied with my 
teaching career". 
Teacher self-efficacy measure. The teacher self-efficacy measure was obtained 
from Yoon (2004) and is a 5-item scale on which teachers rate their perceived ability to 
manage student disruptive behaviors. Teachers rated the 5 items, "I can successfully 
handle the situation, when one of my students gets disruptive and oppositional," "I have 
ability to resolve conflicts with students," "I feel competent to handle a disruptive, 
aggressive student in my classroom," "I feel helpless when I attempt to manage students' 
noncompliant behaviors," and "Conflict escalates when I try to handle a student's 
disruptive behavior" on a 7-point scale, where 1 = "not true at all" and 7 = "very true." 
These 5 items were used to measure self-efficacy in a study in which 98 elementary 
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teachers (kindergarten through fi fth  grade) read hypothetical bullying vignettes and then 
rated their self-efficacy on each. The author hypothesized that teachers who perceived 
bullying more seriously would have higher self-efficacy (regarding behavior 
management). Internal consistency between the items was good (Cronbach's alpha = 
0.86; Yoon, 2004). Information on evidence of validity was not provided in the article. 
The total self-efficacy score in the current study was calculated using the total of the five 
items. Reverse scoring was used with the last two items, "I feel helpless when I attempt 
to manage students' noncompliant behaviors," and "Conflict escalates when I try to 
handle a student's disruptive behavior." 
The items from Yoon (2002) were adapted from the Teacher Efficacy Scale (TES) 
created by Gibson and Dembo (1984). The TES is a 30-item scale measuring teacher 
efficacy. Internal consistency between the items was acceptable (Cronbach's alpha= 
0.79; Gibson & Dembo, 1984). Gibson and Dembo ( 1 984) reported convergent and 
divergent validity measures for teacher efficacy using open-ended and closed-ended 
formats. The closed-ended measure used was the TES, and the open-ended measure 
involved asking teachers to check 1 0  out of 20 variables they thought contributed most to 
a student's success or failure in school. Teacher efficacy was positively correlated (r = 
0.42) using the different methods (open-ended and closed-ended) and demonstrated 
evidence of convergent validity. In their study, Gibson and Dembo ( 1 984) also measured 
teachers' verbal ability and flexibility. The correlations between teacher efficacy using 
one of the two methods and verbal ability using the opposite method (r = 0.08, r = 0.09) 
and between teacher efficacy using one of the two methods and flexibility using the 
opposite method (r = 0.21, r = -0.06) were low and demonstrated divergent validity. 
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Praise and reprimand data collection form. Praise and reprimand data were 
collected by the researcher and four trained research assistants during 20-minute direct 
observations in classrooms using the praise and reprimand data collection form. This 
form included 20, I-minute intervals. For each interval, praise and reprimands were 
broken down by type and delivery method. Praise had two types (BSP and GP) and three 
delivery methods (individual, small group, and large group). Reprimand had four types 
(mild, medium, harsh, and gesture) and three delivery methods (individual, small group, 
and large group). Operational definitions for praise and reprimands are detailed below. 
Because delivery method was not examined in the current study, operational definitions 
for delivery are not provided. To complete the form, the observer first indicated the date 
of the observation, the school code, and the teacher code. A cued audio tape that 
identifies the interval that is being observed (e.g., 1 ,  2, 3) was used to ensure 
standardization and keep observers aligned with the correct interval. Observers used a 
frequency count to mark the number of praise and reprimands observed during each 
corresponding minute of the 20-minute observation. In addition to the frequency count, 
the observer recorded the praise or reprimand statement or gesture verbatim. Following 
the observation, each category of praise and reprimand was totaled together including 
total praises and total reprimands. The following operational definitions were used to 
code praise and reprimands (see Appendix D). 
Operational definition: Praise type. Praise was coded as either BSP or GP. BSP 
included any specific verbalization or gesture that expressed a favorable judgment on an 
activity, product, or attribute of the student (e.g., I like that you are working quietly on 
your assignments). GP was defined as any nonspecific verbalization or gesture that 
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expressed a favorable judgment on an activity, product, or attribute of the student (e.g., 
good job or that's awesome). 
Operational definition: Reprimand type. Reprimands were coded as either mild, 
medium, harsh or gesture. A mild reprimand was any verbal comment (using a normal 
speaking tone) that indicated disapproval of a student(s) behavior. The verbal comment 
could have been an instruction following student misbehavior. A mild reprimand was 
concise (brief) and may have been described as a "redirection" of student misbehavior. 
Disagreeing with a student with the absence of sarcasm or a critical tone was considered 
a mild reprimand (e.g., This is not the time to be talking or You know better). 
A medium reprimand was defined as any verbal comment (using a sarcastic or 
critical tone) that indicated disapproval of a student( s) behavior. The verbal comment 
could have been in the form of a question that was disapproving and had a mocking, rude, 
or critical tone (e.g., Is that a good choice? or Is that the way a high school student should 
behave?). A sarcastic reprimand was recorded as a medium reprimand if the teacher 
disagreed with the child using a critical tone (e.g., I don't remember telling you to sit and 
talk to your friends (sarcastic tone) or No, it's not cold in here). 
Harsh reprimands included any verbal comment (using a louder than typical tone 
for the setting) by a teacher that indicated disapproval of a student(s) behavior. Harsh 
reprimand was recorded if the reprimand implied negative consequences (e.g., a threat) or 
any prolonged discussion (30 sec or longer) about misbehavior (e.g., One more disruption 
and someone is going to ISS or How many times do we need to go over __ !). 
A reprimand gesture included any gesture (without speaking) that indicated 
disapproval of a student behavior (e.g., hands on hips). If a teacher physically guided or 
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prompted a student to a preferred area or activity, gesture reprimand was marked (e.g., 
shaking head to communicate "stop doing that" or student refuses to get up from desk 
and teacher touches elbow to indicate "get up"). 
Direct Observation Training 
The primary researcher and four research assistants were trained to conduct 
direct-classroom observations. Observers went through a detailed training process prior 
to conducting classroom observations. First, each observer was provided a list of 
operational definitions of praise (i.e., BSP and GP) and reprimands (i.e., mild, medium, 
harsh, and gesture; see Appendix D). Examples and non-examples of each type or praise 
and reprimand were discussed in a group format where questions were encouraged. The 
observers were also provided with operational definitions for the delivery of praise and 
reprimands (i.e., large group, small group, and individual; see Appendix D) and examples 
and nonexamples were discussed. Next, each observer coded three training videos and 
demonstrated reliability with a previously trained observer at 80% or higher before 
coding live. Each observer coded at least one live observation in the classroom with a 
previously trained observer and demonstrated 80% reliability or higher before observing 
and collecting data independently. 
Procedure 
Prior to collecting direct observation data, approval from Eastern Illinois 
University's Institutional Review Board (IRB) was obtained. Administrators from the 
nine schools were contacted to obtain approval to ask teachers to participate in the study. 
A recruiting flyer (see Appendix E) was sent to teachers to provide a brief explanation of 
the study and what they were asked to do. Teachers who agreed to participate, provided 
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preferred observation times during which they were likely to lecture for at least 20-
minutes. Each teacher was assigned a code to ensure confidentiality. The teacher code 
was used on the teacher's observation forms and his/her teacher questionnaire. All 
observations were completed in a single 20-minute setting, except one teacher 
observation that needed to be completed in two sessions. Following the observation 
session, the teacher completed the teacher stress and teacher self-efficacy questionnaires 
(Appendix C) and left them in a sealed envelope to be picked up by the researcher or a 
research assistant. After the questionnaire was retrieved, the researcher or research 
assistant left either a $5 gift card (first 40 participants) or chocolate at the school for the 
teacher. 
The primary researcher and research assistants used the praise and reprimand 
recording form to collect praise and reprimand frequency data. A total of 940 direct 
observation minutes were collected across all 47 classrooms. Across the classrooms, 
34.0% of the observations were collected using two observers so interobserver agreement 
(IOA) could be calculated for praise and reprimands. IOA was calculated using percent 
agreement (i.e., the number of agreements divided by the number of agreements plus 
disagreements). Across all teachers, total praise IOA was 94.5% (range 78%-1 00%) and 
97.4% (range 90%-100%) for total reprimands. Since BSP was used for analyses, IOA 
was calculated for BSP as well. Across all teachers, IOA was 98.0% (range 90%-1 00%) 
for BSP. IOA percentages indicate reliability among observations was adequate and 
consistent among observers. 
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Data Analysis 
To answer research question one (What is the average praise-to-reprimand ratio 
among middle school and high school teachers) praise and reprimand data were collected 
through direct observations. Observations were analyzed using frequency counts for total 
praise and total reprimand. Total praise was calculated by adding together GP and BSP 
for each teacher observation. Total reprimand was calculated by adding together mild, 
medium, harsh, and gesture reprimand for each teacher observation. Ratios were created 
for each teacher by dividing the total praise by total reprimand observed during the 20-
minute observation for that teacher. Average rates of teacher praise, reprimand, and ratios 
were broken down by each teacher, grade, and middle school and high school. 
To analyze the second research question (Do teachers who report higher levels of 
stress have lower praise-to-reprimand ratios) a Pearson's r correlation coefficient was 
used. Before calculating Pearson's r, the total stress score was calculated on the items 
from the stress measure. The total was used to calculate Pearson's r along with the 
frequency total of praises and reprimands for each teacher. The ratio of praise to 
reprimand was used to analyze a relationship with total stress for teachers in which a ratio 
could be calculated. Pearson's r values with a p-value of 0.05 or lower were considered 
significant. 
To analyze the third research question (Do teachers who report lower levels of 
self-efficacy have lower praise-to-reprimand ratios) a Pearson's r correlation coefficient 
was used. The total self-efficacy score was calculated prior to performing the analysis 
and then total self-efficacy was analyzed using total praise, total reprimand, and praise­
to-reprimand ratios for teachers in which a ratio could be calculated. 
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To analyze the final research question (Do teachers who report lower levels of 
self-efficacy report higher levels of stress) a Pearson's r was used. The totals of the stress 
and self-efficacy measures were used to calculate Pearson's r. 
Results 
Observations 
The primary researcher and four research assistants (i.e., one graduate students 
and three undergraduate students) collected frequencies of teacher praise type (i.e., 
general or behavior-specific) and reprimand type (mild, medium, harsh, or gesture) 
during teacher-led whole group instruction. A total of 940 direct-observation minutes 
(15.7 hrs.) were collected across 47 middle and high school teachers. Each observation 
was 20 minutes for each teacher. 
Frequency of Praise and Reprimand 
Across all 47 teachers, the average rate of total praise was 1 1 .7 (range, 0-54) 
praises per hour and the average rate of total reprimand was 10.4 (range, 0-39) 
reprimands per hour (see Table 3). Across all 47 teachers, the average praise-to­
reprimand ratio was 1 . 1  to 1 .  Middle school teacher praise was consistent across grades 
(i.e., average sixth grade teacher praise = 12.0 per hour; seventh grade = 12.7 per hour; 
and eight grade = 13.3 per hour). Middle school teacher reprimands were variable across 
grades with sixth grade teachers using the most reprimands on average (30.0 per hour) 
compared to seventh ( 1 .3 per hour) and eighth grade (3.4 per hour) teachers. In high 
school classrooms, there was a downward trend in praise as grade level increased (i.e., 
average ninth grade teacher praise = 22.9 per hour, tenth grade = 13.5 per hour, eleventh 
grade 
= 6.3 per hour, twelfth grade = 1 .0 per hour). Reprimand averages among high 
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school teachers were highest among ninth and tenth grades (i.e., ninth grade = 7.9 per 
hour, tenth grade = 7.5 per hour, eleventh grade = 1.5 per hour, twelfth grade = 4.0 per 
hour). 
Ratios among Grade Level 
To address research question one (What is the average praise-to-reprimand ratio 
among middle school and high school teachers?), praise-to-reprimand ratios were 
calculated for each 20-min teacher observation by collecting frequency counts of praise 
and reprimand. For example, if during a 20-minute observation, a teacher gave two BSPs 
and one GP statement, the total praise score would be three. If during the same 
observation, three mild reprimands and one gesture reprimand were recorded, the total 
reprimand score would be four. Total praise and total reprimand scores were used to 
calculate ratios; however, because some observations resulted in the absence of either 
praise or reprimands (e.g., zero total praises and 5 total reprimands) average use of praise 
and average use of reprimand were calculated across individual grades, middle school 
grades (i.e., sixth, seventh, and eighth), and high school grades (i.e., ninth, tenth, 
eleventh, and twelfth) and then converted into ratios (see Table 3). For example, to 
calculate the average praise-to-reprimand ratio among sixth grade teachers (n = 2) all 
sixth grade teachers' use of total praise was added together (e.g., 8 praises) and divided 
by the total number of sixth grade teachers (e.g., 2). Similarly, all sixth-grade teachers' 
use of total reprimands (e.g., 20 reprimands) were added together and divided by the total 
number of sixth grade teachers (e.g., 2). Then a ratio of praise to reprimand was 
calculated by dividing the average use of total praise (e.g., 4) by the average use of total 
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repri ma nd (e .g., 1 0). Therefore, the avera ge prai se-to-repri mand rati o for si xth grade 
tea cher s wa s 0. 4 t o  l .  
A cr oss middle and hi gh sch ool tea cher s ( sixth throu gh twel fth grade), te nth grade 
tea cher s had the hi ghe st prai se-to-repri mand rati o ( 4. 5  t o  1), while twelfth grade tea cher s 
had the l owe st rati o ( 0.3 t o  l ). In comparin g middle sch ool and hi gh sch ool tea cher s, hi gh 
sch ool tea cher s, on avera ge ,  had a hi gher prai se-t o-repri mand ratio 1. 4 t o  1 (ra nge 0.3 t o  
1-4.5 t o  1 )  than middle sch ool teacher s 0.9 t o  1 (ran ge 0. 4 t o  1-1.7 t o  1 ). 
Additi onal analy se s  were cond u cted t o  dete rmine whether there wa s a differen ce 
between t otal pra ise a mon g middle and hi gh sch ool tea cher s a nd whether there wa s a 
differe nce between t otal r eprima nd s  a mon g middle a nd hi gh sch ool teacher s. A t-te st for 
independent mea ns wa s conducted on t otal prai se .  No si gnificant differe nce wa s found 
a mong prai se rate s between middle sch ool and hi gh sch ool teacher s with a very small 
effe ct si ze (d = 0.18). A t-te st for i ndepe nde nt mean s wa s al so cond ucted on t otal 
rep rima nd s. At a n  alpha level of0.05, re sult s sh owed middle sch ool tea cher s (M= 5. 12, 
SD= 4.3 9) u sed reprima nd s  at a si gnificantly hi gher rate compared t o  hi gh sch ool 
tea cher s (M= 2. 80, SD = 3 .24), t ( 45) = - 2.07 , p  = 0.04 ( two-tailed ), d = 0. 60. In other 
w ord s, th is sa mple of middle sch ool tea cher s ( grade s 6- 8) repr ima nded more frequently 
than hi gh sch ool tea cher s ( grade s 9-1 2), w ith a medium e ffe ct. 
Additi onal a naly ses were al so condu cted t o  deter mine i f  there were differen ce s  
betwee n t otal praise a nd t otal repr ima nd at ea ch grade level. A one-way analy si s  of 
va rian ce (ANO V  A )  wa s condu cted on tea cher prai se a mong ei ght grade level s. Re sult s 
sh owed there were n o  si gnifi cant differe nce s i n  prai se or repr imand rate s a mong grade 
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levels. However, a medium effect size ( 1,2 = 0. 15) was found for praise and a large effect 
size ( 712 = 0 .28) was found for reprimand among the grade levels. 
Teacher Stress and Self-efficacy 
The second research question (Do teachers who report higher levels of stress have 
lower praise-to-reprimand rat ios?) was addressed by ca lculating Pearson's r correlation 
coefficients. Because some teacher observations could not produce a praise-to-reprimand 
ratio (e.g., a teacher praised 4 times with 0 reprimands), Pearson's r was calculated for 
teacher stress and tota l praise and teacher stress and total repr imand. At an alpha level of 
0.05, there was not a s ignificant relationship between teacher stress and teacher praise, r 
= 0.11, p = 0.23 (one-tailed). At an alpha level of 0.05, there was a s ignificant positive 
relationship between teacher stress and total reprimand, r = 0.26,p = 0.04 (one-tailed). In 
other words, teachers who reported higher levels of stress used more reprimands, while 
teachers who reported lower levels of stress used fewer reprimands. Cronbach's alpha for 
the 3-item scale was 0.73, suggesting that with this samp le, the scale had acceptable 
re liability among the items. 
A ratio could not be created for 17 of the 47 partic ipants due to no observed praise 
or reprimand during the observation. Data from 30 of the 47 teachers could be calculated 
to obtain a praise-to-reprimand rat io. Using the ratios calculated for these 30 teachers, 
Pearson's r was ca lcu lated to determine whether there was a relation between teacher 
p raise-to-reprimand ratios and teacher stress. No s ignificant relation was found between 
the ratio and stress. 
The third research quest ion (Do teachers who report lower levels of self-e fficacy 
have lower praise-to-repr imand ratios?) w as addressed by calculating Pearson's r 
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correlation coefficients. Pearson's r was calculated between teacher self-efficacy and 
teacher praise and teacher self-efficacy and teacher reprimand. At an alpha level of 0.05, 
there was not a significant relationship between teacher self-efficacy and total praise, r = 
-0.2 1 , p  = 0.08 (one-tailed). At an alpha level of 0.05, there was a significant negative 
relationship between teacher self-efficacy and total reprimand, r = -0.4 1 , p  = 0.002 (one­
tailed). In other words, teachers who reported higher levels of self-efficacy, used fewer 
reprimands; whereas teachers who reported lower levels of self-efficacy used more 
reprimands. Using the ratios calculated for 30 teachers, Pearson's r was calculated to 
determine whether there was a relation between teacher self-efficacy and teacher praise­
to-reprimand ratios. No significant relation was found between the ratio and self-efficacy. 
Cronbach's alpha for the 5-item scale was 0.67 which indicates the scale has acceptable 
reliability among the items. 
The fourth research question (Do teachers who report lower levels of teacher 
self-efficacy report higher levels of teacher stress?) was addressed by calculating a 
Pearson's r correlation coefficient. At an alpha level of 0.05, there was a significant 
negative relationship between levels of self-efficacy reported by teachers and levels of 
stress reported by teachers, r = -0.44,p = 0.001 (one-tailed). In other words, teacher 
stress and teacher self-efficacy was inversely related. Teachers who reported higher self­
efficacy, reported lower stress and teachers who reported lower self-efficacy, reported 
higher stress. 
Because BSP is purported to be a superior use of praise in terms of positively 
influencing student appropriate behavior, additional analyses were conducted to 
determine whether a relation existed between BSP and stress and BSP and self-efficacy. 
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To answer these questions, Pearson's r correlation coefficients were calculated. At an 
alpha level of 0.05, there was not a significant relation between BSP and levels of stress. 
However, at an alpha level of 0.05, there was a significant negative relation between BSP 
and teacher self-efficacy, r = -0.3 1,p = 0.02. In other words, teachers who used BSP 
more frequently reported lower levels of self-efficacy. This is an interesting finding 
considering no relation was found between total teacher praise and teacher self-efficacy 
(r = -0.21,p = 0.08). Possible explanations for these findings are provided in the 
discussion section. 
Discussion 
The current study examined middle and high school teachers' natural use of praise 
and reprimand. Teachers' natural use of praise and reprimand rates were correlated with 
teachers' stress and self-efficacy ratings. High school teachers had a higher average 
praise-to-reprimand ratio compared to middle school teachers and although no significant 
differences were found between total praise rates among middle and high school teachers, 
middle school teachers reprimanded significantly more often than high school teachers. 
Surprisingly, middle school and high school teachers who used more BSP, reported lower 
levels of self-efficacy; however, middle school and high school teachers who used fewer 
total reprimands, reported higher levels of self-efficacy. This study provides natural 
praise-to-reprimand rates among middle and high school teachers, while also examining 
teacher stress and self-efficacy. The findings have the potential to increase our 
understanding of how teachers naturally use praise and reprimand at the secondary level 
and how these strategies relate to teachers' stress and self-efficacy. 
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First, it was predicted that high school teachers would have a lower praise-to­
reprimand ratio than middle school teachers, but results from this study found that high 
school teachers had a higher praise-to-reprimand ratio than middle school teachers. The 
current study's middle school teachers' average praise-to-reprimand ratio was consistent 
with the average ratio of past research. Nafpaktitis et al. (1 985) reported the highest 
praise-to-reprimand ratio among middle school teachers, which was much higher 
compared to the current study's middle school teachers. The current study and the 
Nafpaktitis et al. (1985) study both included gestures in their praise and reprimand 
definitions, so including gestures is not likely the reason for the higher praise-to­
reprimand ratio reported by Nafpaktisis et al. 
It is in interesting to note that previous studies (which have examined the natural 
praise and reprimand rates among middle or high school teachers) were published more 
than 30 years ago, and these rates (except for the Nafpaktisis et al., 1985 study) are 
consistent with the current findings (i.e., an approximate 1 to I praise-to-reprimand ratio). 
This consistency is interesting considering the present-day emphasis on preventative 
behavior management practices (e.g., Positive Behavior Intervention Supports; PBIS), 
that were not stressed 30 years ago. Furthermore, it is important to note that none of the 
praise-to-reprimand ratios reported in the current study overall, middle school, and high 
school are consistent with best practice recommendations (i.e, 4 to 1 praise-to-reprimand 
ratio; Walker et al., 1 995; Walker et al., 2004). 
Further analyses were conducted to determine whether there were differences 
between middle school and high school teachers' natural use of praise and reprimand. No 
significant praise differences were found. However, a downward trend was observed as 
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grade level increased. This is consistent with the White ( 1 975) findings. Praise rates 
averaged across middle and high school in the current study (i.e. 1 1 .67 total praises per 
hour) were lower than praise rates (from a recently published study; Floress et al., 2017) 
averaged across kindergarten through fifth grade (i.e., 34.8 total praises per hour; p.7). 
These findings provide additional support for the claim that as grade level increases, 
teachers tend to praise less. 
Middle school teachers used reprimands significantly more often than high school 
teachers. Because middle school teachers reprimanded more, this likely influenced the 
overall ratio. It is possible that there was more disruptive behavior among middle school 
classrooms and as a result, middle school teachers were prompted (e.g., by disruptive 
behavior) to use more reprimands. Nafpaktisis et al. (1985) collected data for student on­
task behavior along with teacher praise and reprimand rates. In their study, over 50% of 
the classrooms found that students were on-task 70% of the observed intervals, which 
may have influenced the 3.1 praise to 1 reprimand rate. It is also possible that teachers 
today (more than 30 years after the Nafpaktisis et al. study was published) are less 
tolerant to misbehavior (and therefore reprimand more frequently) or that students today 
have more mental health issues (Reinke et al., 2008) and because teachers are not 
prepared to adequately manage these behavioral concerns, they rely on reprimanding 
student behavior more frequently. 
Second, a significant relation was not found for teacher stress and praise rates, but 
a significant relation was found between teacher stress and reprimand rates. In other 
words, teachers who used more reprimands reported higher levels of stress related to 
classroom management. Although past research has found that intentionally increasing 
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teacher praise decreases student disruptive behavior (Stitcher et al., 2009; Trussell, 2008); 
focusing only on praise may not be enough to adequately support teachers' emotional 
wellbeing. It is possible that training teachers to both increase their use of praise, while 
also decreasing their use of reprimands may increase students' appropriate behavior and 
positively impact teachers' mental health. Although it stands to reason that training 
teachers to increase their use of praise would in effect decrease teachers' use of 
reprimand, no study has examined how this relates to teachers' stress or mental health. 
Along the same lines, Clunies-Ross et al. (2008) examined teachers' use of proactive 
(i.e., praise) and reactive (i.e., reprimands) strategies in relation to teacher stress and 
found that reactive strategies predicted higher teacher stress; however, the researchers did 
not manipulate teacher praise to determine if increasing teacher praise would decrease 
teacher stress. 
Third, a significant relation was not found between self-efficacy and total praise, 
but a significant negative relation was found between self-efficacy and total reprimands. 
This finding is consistent with past research that has examined stress, self-efficacy, and 
student disruptive behavior. Previous researchers (Collie et al., 2012; Griffith et al., 1 999; 
Klassen & Chiu, 20 IO; Kyriacou, 1987; Stitcher et al., 2009; Trussell, 2008) have 
examined the relation between teacher stress (related to student misbehavior) and 
teachers' confidence or self-efficacy in managing student misbehavior. Collie et al. 
(2012) found a significant negative relation between teachers' stress and teachers' self­
efficacy related to teaching. In other words, teachers who reported more stress were less 
likely to report confidence in their teaching abilities. Similarly, Stitcher et al. (2009) 
found that higher praise-to-reprimand ratios (i.e., fewer reprimands) were linked to 
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appropriate student behavior. It is possible that when teachers recognize their classroom 
is well-behaved, they in turn have a higher sense of self-efficacy in classroom 
management. Measuring how teachers perceive the overall difficulty in managing their 
class may be an important aspect when measuring teachers' well-being. Considering our 
results and past research, it may be critical to examine how teachers' perceptions of their 
behavior management influences their self-efficacy in managing student behavior. 
Lastly, teachers who reported lower levels of self-efficacy reported higher levels 
of stress. This finding was supported by our hypothesis and past research (Collie et al., 
2012; Klassen & Chiu, 201 0). Collie et al. (2012) found that teachers who reported high 
levels of stress (related to student misbehavior) were also less confident in their teaching 
abilities (i.e., lower teaching self-efficacy). Klassen and Chiu (2010) measured sources of 
teacher stress in relation to several variables (i.e., years of experience, self-efficacy, and 
job satisfaction) and found that teachers who reported high classroom stress also reported 
poor self-efficacy. 
BSP, Stress, and Self-efficacy 
BSP has been purported to be a superior form of praise (Floress & Jenkins, 2015; 
Floress et al., 2017). For this reason, exploratory analyses were conducted to determine 
whether there were stronger correlations between BSP and stress and BSP and self­
efficacy, as no correlations were found between total praise and stress and total praise 
and self-efficacy. A significant relationship was not found between BSP and stress; 
however, a negative relation was found between BSP and self-efficacy. This finding was 
counter to what was expected. Teachers who were observed to use BSP more frequently, 
reported lower levels of self-efficacy. 
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One explanation may be related to teachers' strategic use of praise. Brophy ( 1981)  
warned that teachers often use praise, but that i t  does not effectively strengthen students' 
appropriate behavior because teachers are not using it functionally. In other words, 
teachers may use praise without actually influencing student appropriate behavior, 
because simply delivering praise without considering function may not be reinforcing to 
students (especially students in need of targeted intervention). Additionally, teachers may 
use praise more frequently, but continue to reprimand at a high rate. If reprimand rate is 
positively related to stress and negatively related to self-efficacy, teachers' high 
reprimand use (despite a high BSP rate) may be detrimental to teachers' well-being. 
Lastly, there is still much to learn and understand regarding the effective use of praise 
(Floress, Beschta, Meyer, & Reinke, 2017). Few studies have examined praise beyond 
verbal, individual, and specific delivery. Other aspects of praise may be important to 
ensure effective use of this simple strategy. 
Limitations and Future Directions 
The study is the first in recent years to evaluate the total praise-to-reprimand rates 
among middle and high school, general education teachers; however, there are limitations 
and future areas of study to consider. For one thing, findings reported in this study cannot 
be generalized to all middle and high school teachers, as this sample took place in rural 
Central I l linois and all the teacher participants were Caucasian. Therefore, it is unclear 
whether these results would be similar for teachers working in suburban or urban settings. 
Furthermore, there were 47 teachers who participated in this study, which is not a large 
sample and is not representative of all middle and high school teachers across the United 
States. Future research should strive to collect data with a larger, more representative 
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sample. To do this, researchers need to develop a strategic plan to overcome geographic 
restrictions that come with collecting direct observation data. 
The stress and self-efficacy measures used may be another limitation of the study. 
These measures were selected because the items directly related to managing student 
behavior in the classroom. However, only a few studies (Yoon, 2002; Yoon, 2004) have 
used these measures and therefore there is limited information on the reliability and 
validity of the instruments. Adequate internal consistency has been reported (stress scale: 
Cronbach's alpha = 0.69; Yoon, 2002; self-efficacy: Cronbach's alpha = 0.86; Yoon, 
2004), but consistency between the items could be improved. Similar reliability figures 
for these scales were found in the current study (stress: Cronbach's alpha = 0.73 and self­
efficacy: Cronbach's alpha = 0.67). On the other hand, few stress or self-efficacy scales 
have adequately measured teacher stress or self-efficacy related to managing student 
behavior. It is possible, that by adding additional items (i.e. making each measure longer 
than 3-5 items) may improve results. According to Churchill and Peter (1 978), a valid 
scale should include a core number of items to increase reliability and several unique 
items to create variance among the participants. Results from the current study support 
future examination of stress and self-efficacy and teacher use of reprimands. Significant 
results were found when comparing stress and self-efficacy with reprimand use, however, 
no significant results were found with praise. 
The brief (20-minute) observation length may have also limited the current 
findings. A shorter observation was advantageous because it allowed for a larger sample 
(i.e., 47 teachers compared to 28 teachers; Floress et al., 2017); however, it was a 
problem in that each teacher was only sampled for a short period of time. Some teachers 
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were never observed to praise or reprimand during the 20-minute observation and 
therefore a ratio could not be calculated, which occurred with 1 7  teachers. Observing 
teachers over multiple observations may help overcome this limitation. Observations 
were not all collected during the same time of day, which may have also influenced 
results. It is unclear whether teachers change their behavior management styles from 
morning to afternoon (possibly related to fatigue or frustration). Future studies might 
keep observation times consistent or examine whether teachers' use of praise and 
reprimand are consistent across classes taught in the morning and afternoon. 
In addition, future studies could examine different research questions using 
similar data collection procedures. Participant groups could be created a priori to examine 
differences between subjects taught, gender, and years of teaching experience. A multiple 
regression could be used to examine if certain teacher aspects (gender, years of 
experience, praise-to-reprimand ratio) predict levels of teacher stress and self-efficacy. 
Lastly, the current study found teachers who used fewer reprimands had higher self­
efficacy levels while teachers who used more BSP reported lower self-efficacy levels. 
Future studies could examine teachers' perceptions of self-efficacy related to the type of 
classroom management strategy used: BSP (proactive strategy) or reprimands (reactive 
strategy). In other words, do teachers report higher self-efficacy levels due to their 
perception of management style (i.e., use of BSP or reprimands). Similarly, no study has 
examined the relation between praise and reprimands with mental health. Clunies-Ross et 
al. (2008) conducted a similar study examining the use of proactive and reactive 
strategies in relation to teacher stress. They found teachers who used reactive strategies 
(reprimands) predicted higher levels of teacher stress. Future studies could build upon the 
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current study and intervene with teachers' current use of praise and reprimand by 
increasing praises and decreasing reprimands to find if there is an impact on levels of 
teacher stress and self-efficacy. 
The goal of this study was to examine the use of praise and reprimands in a 
middle school and high school sample in relation to levels of teacher stress and self­
efficacy. Overall, this study adds to the existing literature on teacher praise and 
reprimands. Many existing studies are outdated and not representative of current teaching 
practices. Continued research is needed to gather additional information on the natural 
rate of praise and reprimands among current teachers so results can be generalized to 
other teacher populations (i.e., urban settings). In addition to studying teachers' natural 
rates, future research should manipulate the use of praise and reprimands teachers use to 
see if a change in rate increases teachers' levels of self-efficacy in classroom 
management and decreases levels of teacher stress due to managing student behavior. 
PRAISE TO REPRIMANDS, TEACHER STRESS, AND SELF-EFFICACY 47 
References 
Aloe, A. M., Amo, L. C. & Shanahan, M. E. (2014). Classroom management self­
efficacy and burnout: A multivariate meta-analysis. Educational Psychology 
Review, 26(1), 101-126. doi : lO. l 007/sl 0648-01 3-9244-0 
Avramidis, E., Bayliss, P., & Burden, R. (2000). Student teachers' attitudes towards the 
inclusion of children with special educational needs in the ordinary school. 
Teaching and Teacher Education, 16(3), 277-93. doi: 10.1016/S0742-
051 X(99)00062-l 
Barry, T. D., Lyman, R. D., Klinger, L. G. (2002). Academic underachievement and 
attention-deficit/hyperactivity disorder: The negative impact of symptom severity 
on school performance. Journal of School Psychology, 40(3), 259-283. doi: 
10. 1016/80022-4405(02)001 00-0 
Beaman, R. & Wheldall, K. (2000). Teachers' use of approval and disapproval in the 
classroom. Educational Psychology, 20(4), 431-446. doi: I0.1080/713663753 
Begeney, J . C., & Martens, B. K. (2006). Assessing pre-service teachers' training in 
empirically-validated behavioral instruction practices. School Psychology Quarterly, 
21(3), 262-285. doi: 10.1521/scpq.2006.21 .3.262 
Brophy, J. (1981). Teacher praise: A functional analysis. Review of Educational Research, 
51, 5-32. 
Caldarella, P., Williams, L., Hansen, B. D., Wills, H. (2015). Managing student behavior 
with class-wide function-related intervention teams: An observational study in 
early elementary classrooms. Early Childhood Education Journal, 43, 357-365. 
doi: 10.1007 /sl 0643-014-0664-3 
PRAISE TO REPRIMANDS, TEACHER STRESS, AND SELF-EFFICACY 48 
Center, D. B., & Steventon, C. (2001). The EBD Teacher Stressors Questionnaire. 
Education and Treatment of Children, 24(3), 323-335. 
Churchill, G. A., & Peter, J. P. (1978). Research design effects on the reliability of rating 
scales: A meta-analysis. Journal of Marketing Research, 21(4), 360-375. 
Clunies-Ross, P., Little, E., & Kienhuis, M. (2008). Self-reported and actual use of 
proactive and reactive classroom management strategies and their relationship 
with teacher stress and student behavior. Educational Psychology, 28(6), 693-710. 
doi: 10.1 080/014434 l 0802206700 
Collie, R. J., Shapka, J. D., & Perry, N. E. (2012). School climate and social-emotional 
learning: Predicting teacher stress, job satisfaction, and teaching efficacy. Journal 
of Educational Psychology, 104(4), 1 1 89-1204. doi: 10.1037/a0029356 
Dicke, T., Parker, P. D., Marsh, H. W., Kunter, M., Schmeck, A., & Leutner, D. (2014). 
Self-efficacy in classroom management, classroom disturbances, and emotional 
exhaustion: A moderated mediation analysis of teacher candidates. Journal of 
Educational Psychology, 106(2), 569-583. doi: 10.1037/a0035504 
Emmer, E. T., & Hickman, J. (1991). Teacher efficacy in classroom management and 
discipline. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 51(3), 755-765. 
Flora, S. R. (2000). Praise's magic reinforcement ratio: Five to one gets the job done. The 
Behavior Analyst Today, 1(4), 64-69. 
Floress, M. T., Beschta, S., *Meyer, K., & Reinke, W. (2017). Praise research trends: 
Characteristics and teacher training. Behavioral Disorders. Published on-line June 
1 5  
PRAISE TO REPRIMANDS, TEACHER STRESS, AND SELF-EFFICACY 49 
Floress, M.T. & Jenkins, L.N. (2015). A preliminary investigation of kindergarten 
teachers' use of praise in general education classrooms. Preventing School 
Failure: Alternative Education for Children and Youth, published online April 
2015. doi: 10:  1 080/l 045988X.2014.942834 
Floress, M. T., Jenkins, L. N., Reinke, W. M, & McKown, L. (201 7). Direct behavioral 
classroom observations: Behavior-specific praise and classroom-wide behavior. 
Frick, P., Kamphaus, R. W., Lahey, B. B., Loeber, R., Christ, M. G., Hart, E., & 
Tannenbaum, L. E. (1991 ). Academic underachievement and the disruptive 
behavior disorders. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 59, 289-294. 
Gibson, S., & Dembo, M. H. ( 1 984). Teacher efficacy: A construct validation. Journal of 
Educational Psychology, 76(4), 569-582. doi: 10.1037/0022-0663.76.4.569 
Good, T., & Grouws, D. ( 1 977). Teaching effects: A process-product study in fourth 
grade mathematics classrooms. Journal of Teacher Education, 28, 49-54. 
Gottman, J.M., Coan, J., Carrere, S., & Swanson, C. ( 1 998). Predicting marital happiness 
and stability from newlywed interactions. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 
60(1), 5-22. 
Griffith, J., Steptoe, A., & Cropley, M. ( 1 999). An investigation of coping strategies 
associated with job stress in teachers. British Journal of Educational Psychology, 
69, 5 1 7-53 1 .  
Hawkins, S. M., & Heflin, L. J .  (201 1). Increasing secondary teachers' behavior-specific 
praise using a video self-modeling and visual performance feedback intervention. 
Journal of Positive Behavior Interventions, 13, 97-108. 
PRAISE TO REPRIMANDS, TEACHER STRESS, AND SELF-EFFICACY 50 
Heller, M. S. & White, M. A. (1975). Rates of teacher verbal approval and disapproval 
to higher and lower ability classes. Journal of Educational Psychology, 67(6), 
796-800. 
Hinshaw, S. P. ( 1992). Externalizing behavior problems and academic underachievement 
in childhood and adolescence: Causal relationships and underlying mechanisms. 
Psychological Bulletin, 111(1), 127-155. 
Ingersoll, R. M. (2001). Teacher turnover and teacher shortages: An organizational 
analysis. American Educational Research Journal, 28, 499-534. 
doi: 10.31 02/00028312038003499 
Jenkins, L.N., Floress, M.T., & Reinke, W. (2015). Rates and types of teacher praise: A 
review and future directions. Psychology in the Schools, 52, 463-476. 
doi: 1 0. 1002/pits.21 835 
Klassen, R, & Chiu, M. M. (2010). Effects on teachers' self-efficacy and job satisfaction: 
Teacher gender, years of experience, and job stress. Journal of Educational 
Psychology, 102(3), 741 -756. doi: 10.1037/a001 9237 
Kyriacou, C. (2001). Teacher stress: Directions for future research. Educational Review, 
53(1), 27-35. doi: 10.1 080/00 1 3 1 9 1 01 20033628 
Kyriacou, C. ( 1 987). Teacher stress and burnout: An international review. Educational 
Research, 29, 146-152. 
Miller, A., Ferguson, E., & Byrne, I. (2000). Pupils' causal attributions for difficult 
classroom behavior. British Journal of Educational Psychology, 70, 85-96. 
PRAISE TO REPRIMANDS, TEACHER STRESS, AND SELF-EFFICACY 5 1  
Nafpaktitis, M., Mayer, G. R., & Butterworth, T. ( 1 985). Natural rates o f  teacher 
approval and disapproval and their relation to student behavior in intermediate 
school classrooms. Journal of Educational Psychology, 77(3), 362-367. 
Nahal, S. P. (2010). Voices from the field: Perspectives of first-year teachers on the 
disconnect between teacher preparation programs and the realities of the 
classroom. Research in Higher Education, 8, 1-19. 
Pfiffner, L. J., Rosen, L. A., & O'Leary, S. G. ( 1 985). The efficacy of an all-positive 
approach to classroom management. Journal of Applied Behavioral Analysis, 18, 
257-261 .  
Poulou, M., & Norwic� B. (2000). Teachers' causal attributions, cognitive, emotional 
and behavioral responses to students with emotional and behavioral difficulties. 
British Journal of Educational Psychology, 70, 559-582. 
Reinke, W. M., Herman, K. C., Stormont, M. (2013). Classroom-level positive behavior 
supports in schools implementing SW-PB IS: Identifying areas of enhancement. Journal of 
Positive Behavior Interventions, 15(1 ), 39-50. 
doi: 1 0. 1 177/109830071 2459079 
Reinke, W. M., Lewis-Palmer, T., & Merrell, K. (2008). The classroom check-up: A 
classwide teacher consultation model for increasing praise and decreasing 
disruptive behavior. School Psychology Review, 37(3), 31 5-332. 
Reinke, W. M., Stormont, M., Herman, K. C., Wachsmuth, S., & Newcomer, L. (2015). 
The brief classroom interaction observation-revised: An observation system to 
inform and increase teacher use of universal classroom management practices. 
PRAISE TO REPRIMANDS, TEACHER STRESS, AND SELF-EFFICACY 52 
Journal of Positive Behavior Interventions, 1 7(3), 159-169. doi: 
1 0. 1 1 77/1098300715570640 
Smith, D. D., & Rivera, D. P. ( 1 993). Effective discipline (2nd ed.). Austin, TX: PRO­
ED. 
Sprick, R. S. ( 1 985). Discipline in the secondary classroom. West Nyack, NY: The 
Center for Applied Research in Education, INC. 
Stitchter, J. P., Lewis, T. J., Whittaker, T. A., Richter, M., Johnson, N. W., & Trussell, R. 
P. (2009). Assessing teacher use of opportunities to respond and effective 
classroom management strategies: Comparisons among high and low-risk 
elementary schools. Journal of Positive Behavior Intervention, 11 (2), 68-81 .  doi: 
1 0. 1 1 7 7/1098300708326597 
Sutherland, K. S., Lewis-Palmer, T., Stichter, J. & Morgan, P. L. (2008). Examining the 
influence of teacher behavior and classroom context on the behavioral and 
academic outcomes for students with emotional or behavioral disorders. Journal 
of Special Education, 4, 223-233. 
Sutherland, K. S. & Oswald, D. P. (2005). The relationship between teacher and student 
behavior in classrooms for students with emotional and behavioral disorders: 
Transactional processes. Journal of Child and Family Studies, 14, 1-14. 
Thomas, J. D., Presland, I. E., Grant, M. D., & Glynn, T. L. ( 1 978). Natural rates of 
teach approval and disapproval in Grade-7 classrooms. Journal of Applied 
Behavior Analysis, 11(1), 91 -94. 
Trussell, R. P. (2008). Classroom universals to prevent problem behaviors. Intervention 
in School and Clinic, 43, 179-185. 
PRAISE TO REPRIMANDS, TEACHER STRESS, AND SELF-EFFICACY 53 
von der Embse, N. P., Pendergast, L. L., Segool, N., Saeki, E., & Ryan, S. (2016). The 
influence of test-based accountability policies on school climate and teacher stress 
across four states. Teaching and Teacher Education, 59, 492-502. 
Walker, H. M. (1 979). The acting-out child: Coping with classroom disruption. Boston, 
MA: Allyn & Bacon. 
Walker, H. M., Colvin, G., & Ramsey, E. ( 1 995). Antisocial behavior in school: 
Strategies and best practices. Pacific Grove, CA: Brooks/Cole Publishing 
Company. 
Walker, H. M., Ramsey, E., Gresham, F. M. (2004). Antisocial behavior in school: 
Evidence-based practices (2nd ed.). Belmont, CA: Wadsworth. 
White, M. A. (1975). Natural rates of teacher approval and disapproval in the classroom. 
Journal of Applied Behavior Analysis, 8(4), 367-372. doi: 10.1 901/jaba.1975.8-
367 doi: 10.1086/46 1 1 5 1  
Wheldall, K., Houghton, S., & Merrett, F. (1989). Natural rates of teacher approval and 
disapproval in British secondary classrooms. British Journal of Educational 
Psychology, 59, 38-48. 
Wills, H. P., Iwaszuk, W. M., Kamps, D., & Shumate, E. (2014). CWFIT: Group 
contingency effects across the day. Education and Treatment of Children, 37, 
191-210. 
Yoon, J. S. (2002). Teacher characteristics as predictors of teacher-student relationships: 
Stress, negative affect, and self-efficacy. Social Behavior and Personality, 30(5), 
485-494. doi: 10.2224/sbp.2002.30.5.485 
PRAISE TO REPRIMANDS, TEACHER STRESS, AND SELF-EFFICACY 54 
Yoon, J. S. (2004). Predicting teacher interventions in bullying situations. Education and 
treatment of children, 27(1 ), 37-45. 
Zhai, F., Raver, C. C., & Li-Grining, C. (201 1). Classroom-based interventions and 
teachers' perceived job stressors and confidence: Evidence from a randomized 
trial in Head Start settings. Early Childhood Research Quarterly, 26, 442-452. 
doi:l 0. 1 016/j.ecresq.201 1 .03.003 
Table 1 .  
Summary of Past Natural Rates in Middle and High School Samples 
Author (Year) Grade Level Praise Reprimand Ratio 
White ( 1 975) 6-8 1 7. 1  28.l 0.6 to 1 
White (1975) 9-12 8.4 15.0 0.6 to 1 
Heller & White ( 1 975) 7-9 17.1  3 1 .2 0.6 to 1 
Nafpaktitis et al. (1985) 6-9 54.0 1 7.4 3.1 to 1 
Thomas et al. ( 1 978) 7 12.0 34.9 0.3 to 1 
Wheldall et al. ( 1989) 6-10 38.3 3 1 .9 1 .2 to 1 
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Table 2. 
Teacher and Classroom Demowap_hics 
n % 
Teacher Sex 
Male 1 5  32 
Female 32 68 
Teacher Racial Background 
White/Caucasian 47 100 
Grade 
Sixth 2 4 
Seventh 9 1 9  
Eighth 7 1 5  
Ninth 8 1 7  
Tenth 2 4 
Eleventh 1 0  2 1  
Twelfth 3 6 
Multiple High School Grades 6 1 3  
Years of Teaching Experience 
1-5 1 1  23 
6-10 1 0  21 
1 1- 1 5  1 0  2 1  
1 6-20 5 1 1  
20+ 1 1  23 
Highest Educational Degree Obtained 
Four Year College Degree 1 5  32 
Master's Degree 32 68 
Classroom Make-up 
Only general ed. students 24 51 
Mostly general ed. students 2 1  45 
Equal mix general ed. and 2 4 
special ed. students 
Classroom Difficulty Rating 
Much less difficult 10 21 
Somewhat less difficult 14 30 
Average difficulty 1 5  32 
Somewhat more difficult 6 1 3  
Much more difficult 2 4 
Behavior Management Class Taken 
Yes 2 1  45 
No 22 47 
No Response 4 8 
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Table 3. 
Teachers ' Mean and Range of Observed Rate of Praise and Reprimand Statements per 
Hour 
Total Praise Total Reprimand Ratio 
Grade N Mean Range Mean Range 
6 2 12.00 6.00 - 18.00 30.00 2 1 .00 - 39.00 0.40 to 1 
(0.40) (0.1 0  - 0.30) (0.50) (0.35 - 0.65) 
7 9 1 2.67 0.00 - 42.00 1.33 0.00 - 6.00 1.73 to 1 
(0.21) (0.00 - 0.70) (0.02) (0.00 - 0.1 0) 
8 7 13.29 0.00 - 48.00 3.43 0.00 - 24.00 0.69 to 1 
(0.22) (0.00 - 0.80) (0.06) (0.00 - 0.40) 
Total MS 1 8  12.83 0.00 - 48.00 14.50 0.00 - 39.00 0.89 to 1 
(0.21) (0.00 - 0.80) (0.24) (0.00 - 0.65) 
9 8 22.88 0.00 - 54.00 7.88 0.00 - 2 1 .00 2.90 to 1 
(0.38) (0.00 - 0.90) (0.13) (0.00 - 0.35) 
1 0  2 13.50 3.00 - 24.00 7.50 0.00 - 33.00 4.50 to 1 
(0.23) (0.05 - 0.40) (0.13) (0.00 - 0.55) 
1 1  1 0  6.30 0.00 - 27.00 1 .50 0.00 - 12.00 0.84 to 1 
(0. 1 1 )  (0.00 - 0.02) (0.03) (0.00 - 0.20) 
1 2  3 1 .00 0.00 - 3.00 4.00 0.00 - 9.00 0.25 to I 
(0.02) (0.00 - 0.05) (0.07) (0.00 - 0.15) 
Multiple 6 7.00 0.00 - 1 5.00 1 1 .50 0.00 - 30.00 0.61 to 1 
HS (0.12) (0.00 - 0.25) (0.19) (0.00 - 0.50) 
Total HS 29 10.95 0.00 - 54.00 7.77 0.00 - 39.00 1.41 to 1 
(0.18) (0.00 - 0.90) (0.13) (0.00 - 0.65) 
Total 47 1 1 .67 0.00 - 54.00 10.35 0.00 - 39.00 1 . 1 3  to I 
{0. 1 9} {0.00 - 0.90} {0.17) {0.00 - 0.65} 
Note: Rate per min is provided in parentheses 
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Table 4. 
Teachers ' Mean and Range of Total Self:.efficacy and Stress Scores 
Total Self-efficacy Total Stress 
Grade N Mean Range Mean Range 
6 2 32.50 32 - 33 6.00 5 - 7  
7 9 30.22 25 - 34 7.67 6 - 1 1  
8 7 30.29 23 - 35 7.57 3 - 1 3 
Total MS 1 8  28.83 23 - 35 7.44 3 - 1 3 
9 9 30.13 23 - 35 10.38 6 - 16 
1 0  2 30.00 28 - 32 6.50 6 - 7  
1 1  1 0  32.80 28 - 35 6. 1 0  3 - 1 5 
1 2  3 32.33 32 - 33 6.67 4 - 1 1  
Multiple 6 3 1 .67 26 - 35 7.50 5 - 1 1  
Total HS 29 3 1 .59 23 - 35 7.66 3 - 16 
Total 47 3 1 . 1 7  23 - 35 7.57 3 - 16 
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tlli\lttt•Ccf\\<l .\?JOl'-"ll.'"d .ltJl lll\'\IJ ltil:H CIC' puc "·"''-'l:l 1\'IC� ICJX' 10 .\q l'�•�np11,,� .\p1i1'i l)='IC\I'-�' cm �1cd1�111c(t ,,, l':tlf \nl .:'I.IC no.\ 
\11C'lltlt)1.•t] 1,Hpn.•1111111 ,.•1i.l11111\ mc><,'''''l.) 
H:l�'13S3� NI 31'1dl:lll�'fd Ol 1N3SNO:> 
H X!PD<Jddy 
PRAISE TO REPRIMANDS, TEACHER STRESS, AND SELF-EFFICACY 63 
• C'O:XFIDE:XTIALITY 
.\uy 111fo11unt1N1 thni is ,,btnm<'d 111 c(l1Ul<'c1tN1 with th1> ,111dy nud thnr cnu 1>'1 1d<'111tfi<'d \\Ith Y''ll w1ll 1<'111nm .:,,utido!ullnl nnd \\'Ill be! 
dt>.:J,,,ed ''Illy \\'llh Y''111 P<'llllh•t''ll ,,. :h 1e<11111<d by law (",,111ide1111nltry will be 111a111t:1111ed by ,ew1:1I menth y,,11 will ht ""•!llltd 
:111 ul<111illca1i,,11 1111111h<1 that will h< 11'� I•' .:,ill<cl ,,\l,<1Y;ll1••1111J ,la1a ;111<l 1111"'"''1111mr< tiara. 
01iy111nl ,,h,t'tYnlt•'11 :111111p1<.•,11,>1ma11< .lata will h< h,>11-c1! 111,1d< a l1'«k«l lil111y cnh111<1 111 01 Fl1•1<". 1<,«lld1 lah fot :IJlJ'h'Xi111:11d� 
3 Y<':lh All<'t .' \'t:lt •. :11J ,,l.»<'1'·:11w11 n11cl que,11om1:111<' dnta ,,·111 l..: dc'll''Y<'d 
• PARTIC'IPA TIO:X A:XD WITHDR� \\'AL 
Pn1t1c1pnt1ou m 1111, 1t<earch ,111dy 1> ,.,,lu11rnry n11d nN :1 r<q1111<111�111 ,  .. n Cl'1td111,,11 for b<'mtl the 1�1p1e111 N'b<'uetib •'• ,e1v1ce> li'l'111 
Ea,1<111 llhm•i- I T111w1'11� •'• nu� <llh<'t •'l!l:llli1nl1<'ll 'l"'lh\'llll!l lh< t<',<'atch JlH'J<'CI lf �-.'11 '"'ht11le<r ''' h<' 111 th  ,fluly-. Y''ll may 
\\'ltlt<hn\\ at any 11111< \\ 11h,>11t C•'11'«lll<'ll'''°' ,,f any k111,I •'• '''" ,,f h<1t<lih l'I '<'IYIC<'' ''' winch Y''ll "1<' •'•hen' .,.,. <1tlt1le.I 
Thct<' t'> II\' p<'11nlry tf Y''ll \\'1thd1aw lt<'lll lh<.' \lttdy nnd y'l'll will UN 1,,.,,,. auy beu<'lih ''' which YN• at'<' l'llhm\'t'><' <'lllttl<.'d. 
�laQwr<'t l-IN<'n. Ph.D. 
� I  �-:'S I-��� � 
11111"1'°" ti t'lll t'dll 
• RIGHTS Of RESEARC'll Sl'BJEC'TS 
lm1uuu,,ual R<', .• ,,.,, 8\lnt\I 
En,1em 111111,,1> ll111\'e1>11y 
600 L111c1>h1 :\ "" 
C'hntlc>l,'11. IL 61 '.120 
f <'l<phl\Ut': ( � l �I �::;I ·::i:' 76 
E-111:111 <"11111h ti " w" <"m.<.111 
YNt \\'Ill t..: 1!t\'<.'U lh<' ''l'P''tntmty ''' dt'>CU>> auy q111,•,u,,11> nb<'lll y,>111 1111h1> a< a t<'><':ttch ;ubJ<'CI "11h a lll<'llll..:r ,,f lh\.' !RB. Th ... IRB 
1> au mdep<nd.,.tll Cl'tWllltT.,.e .:omp,,,.,.d of 111 ... ml'li'r'> ,,f th<' L'mw1,1 y .:,,1111111111i1y. a, W<ll a> lay member , ,,f the c"11umm11y Lil'' 
C<•tu1...cl<tl \\iTh Fn • Th<" !RB Im• 1en<11ecl aml apl"''"<'.l 1(11, ,111.iy 
I \\\hm1;u1ly :\1!11?<' I<' pa11i.:1pal<' 111 1l11s smdy. l 1111d ... bl:tud 1ha1 I :tm fre<' ''' \1t1hd1aw my C1't1> ... ut :wd di"�''lll11111e my parttc1pa111'll nr 
any 11111< I b�w been !!iwn n <'•'PY ,,filth form 
Dal<' 
TJ11, �tlld\' IRB = 16-0S:' has !RB appro,·al begmning on 9 27 2016-9 26 2017 
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Your '.'lam•: 
!>o (circlt): 
Agt: 
Racial Back2round 
(drclrl: 
Do �·ou ha' r �our 
te:achine crrtlfic•I• 
(clrclrl? 
I am a crrtifkd 
(circlt): 
Yur' of T ruching 
E\porirnc.: 
Hieh.-1 Eclucation•I 
Drgrrr Obtainrcl 
(circlr): 
Loution ofTnlnlng 
Pro•ided by: 
'.'\amt of c·1., .. 
oi., .....  c1 
Tbr ('I"" ob•trnd 
includt\ (circle}: 
Appendix C 
T eitcber Demo�ritpbk Questioooitlre 
�l>le h�au.il� 
Am�11c:i11 .\'>toll Bl>ck N . \t'11cou :"\:111\·� H:lw:111:m (. 3U-::t�l�ll 4-"I \\ "hlf� 
ludiau . \la'�' .\lUl!llC:lll Utbci Pac1tic 
:-ia11w l'la11M1 
U!h"' 
Y<, :--;,, 
veuei>I '>p.-.:1al '-�cial, foadw1 r ead1e1.' .-\Jd 
bh1ca11011 b.il�:tll\."'H 
T<Mh<I Te.1d1<1 
01he1 
T"'' Y�:ll f ,,rn Y�:l1 �l:'hti:a ·, 0�211!� °'�'''l:l) l)..•(1:1�.: 
(\'11<2< c,,11.�· ne21« 
IH¥•«· 
f,•1 <'\ampl< ( 11''' m.m.t�iem<111 11.um11� c nk"ml�• ,,f 'i.·111.'t"•l"' \'II'"' 11�1a.:l�tn1cu1 h.•:illll .111t.•m.l<t.I 
. ..\m1,1n ..\w;u�u� ... -. \\ \•1l'h''V· PBI') fl;'llll11h2 ''1 tc-i:t1n:·tl 'lk'.:1al ti:um1n1 Iii 1�:t1.h11g toh�t\tnlt''" 
f,,, t.'\:m1pleo F1t,l1111n11 Al¥<h10 
t21.a.ltJ '"'"hJ<"\.'I• 
Only 2enrrlll '.\lo\tl�· generol .\n equal nils ,,f '.\lo,tly \ptclol OnJ�· 'pedal eel. 
M. \tud•nh ed. \tudent\ aud 2�11�1>1 ed ,111ckuh ed. \tuclenl\ oud Mudenl\ 
\.\,lU\� Sp.?C1:ll �d ond 'l"-'<tal ed. .,,,me Qtu�1:tl 00 
'Ilk IC Uh ,frnlcuh ... rutlcuh 
Ho\\ \\OUld �·ou rale the beh•• ior•I difficul1�· or !hr da\\ ob\tn·rd ,., • whole) com1>•r•d to other cl•"•' you b•"• 
tllugb1 in tbt pA\t'.' (Circle an\\\tr btlow1 
).ludt k'-" 
.1titi<11h 
�\'IU�Wh.'\I l�'l'"> 
.hfti<uh 
3 
,\\<102� d1ff1cuhy 
"' 
�"'llt�Wh:'ll llk'l� 
.1tOi<11h 
� 
� luch llh.'r� 
.1tfli<11h 
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Th<' qu ... ,tiot1' 111 thh '.:ak a'k n'u ahout ,·our !�ding' aml tlll'llghi- durmg th<' Ja,t nwnth. 111 t"ad1 .:a,.:. �·,,u 
"111 b'-' a�ked to mJu:at,.. l:>y .:irdmg ho" tru,.. the �tatemo:nt 1� applrn1g tt' Your .:wryda,· da<.,room manag.:m.:111 
�kill�. 
l. I can -.uccessfully handk the sin1a1ion. when one 1,f my sn1denh get-. di-.rupti,·e and 
1'ppositi1111al. 
:'fot m1.: at :ill Some,,·h:it m1.: 
2 ' .+ 5 ·' 
2. I haw abilit�· to re-.oh·c contlict-. with '-tlldents. 
N,11 trul' at all 
, - ' .' 
' 
·' 
Sllllll'\\ hat tru.-
.+ 5 
Some" hat tru.: 
5 
6 7 
(l 7 
6 7 
.+. I ti:cl hdpk!'.s when I am:mpl w manage -.wdcnts · n1,ncompliant bdta,·ior<.. 
:'.Jilt tru.: at all 
:-.iot tm,.. :11 ;ill 
I 2 
' .' 
' 
·' 
' .' 
Som<'" hat trut' 
5 
�0111<'\\ hat trut' 
5 
7. I am ' ery -.atislied \\·i1h my 1ead1ing career. 
Nt't tm<' at all ' 
·' 
�0111.-what tmt' 
7 
7 
6 7 
7 
8. 1-fow s1ressfol dt' Yt'll find handling. beha,·iornlly challenging -.n1cknh') 
Nt•t at all 'tr.:".-d 
, 
Extremt'h· 'tr.-��.:J 
5 
\\·n· tru,· 
\·.-n tm.-
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Appendix D 
BEHA \rlORA.L CLASSROOM DEFINITIONS: Tvpe of P1·aise 
Btbavior Sptdfic Ally sptcific nrbalization or gtstan that expresses a favorable judgment on an 
Praise: activity, product, or attribw of the student. Eums>les include: 
. That is a pretty picture you . I like how you arc sitting still 
made! . Good job getting right to 
. That is a cool shirt you arc worlc 
wcarwg . That is nice sharing 
. T e1Tifk job coloring your . You arc sitting like I asked -
prOJeCt gins star 
. Thaok vou for sittine: so nicelv 
C.ntral Pralst: Ally noosptdfic nrballzatlon or gtshlrt that expresses a favorable judgment 
on an acrivitv, oroduct. or attribute of the student. E:umples include: 
. Great . Perfect 
Nice Worlc . Thank you 
. Thumbs uo . H1-fiYc 
BEHA \i lORA.L CLASSROOM DEFINITIONS: Type of Delh-en· 
Larie Group: Use of praist toward 7 or mort studtDf$ without using individual student 
names, physically touching individual students, making eye contact to a specific 
individual or small group, OR gesturing to an individual student or a small group: 
Ex.auwles include: 
. .. Wow vou gun did a nice Job saying that together:· 
. ·-you arc domg a nice job.·· Phrase spoken outwardly to the group 
without eye contact to a specific snident or group. use of a student or 
group name. or physical contact. 
. After the large group (trhole dass} aD'l'l\'fl'S the teachtr. teacher 
rcsoonds back usin2 oraisc (i.e .. .. e:ood .. ). 
Small Group: Use ofpraist toward 2-6 stadtnts that is identified by the teacher describing the 
small group or using the group· s name OR gesturing to the group. Examples 
include: 
. Teachtr gestu1·es to the front row 
. Teachtr says ··the back row is sitting wcely .. 
. Teacher says .. the lion group is working well together .. 
. Artu a small group of student<; aorn·ers the teachel'. teacher responds 
baclc to the small group (i.e .. .. great"). 
Iadhidual: Use of praisf toward a sind! shldtnt that is identified by the teacher using the 
student's name, physically touching the student. gesturing to the student. OR 
loolcin2 dircctlv at the student. Examoles include: 
. Teacher gives labeled or unlabeled praise and then names mdividual 
students. Count praise for how many snidcnts were named. e\·cn if only 
one statement of praise was used. 
After an iodh·idual studeot aoswen the teacher-. the teacher responds 
baclc to the indi\·idual (i.e .. .. awesome .. ). 
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BEHAVIORAL CLASSROOM DEFINITIONS: Type of Reprimand 
l\lild Any "U!llll U!llllBSllS '!Hill& a 121JD!l lRHli.ial t2&e} that indicates disapproval of a 
Reprimaad: student(s) behavior. The verbal comment can be an instruction following student 
misbehavior. Tbt rcprlliwid is concisc (brid). Also rtftrrtd to as a ··redirection'" of 
studtnt behavior. D1sagrteing with a student with tht absence of sarcasm or a critical 
tone would be idtntificd as mild. 
- No thanlc you -No. comt sit down (child at dtSk. whilt othcr 
- Not now childrm art at tht rug) 
-That is not how wt trtat our friends 
l\ltdium Any nrbal commept (using a 51rnntic or critical tone> that indicatts disapproval of a 
(Sarcastic) studtnt(s) behavior Tht vtrbal comment can be in tht form of a qutstion that is 
ReprimHd: disapproving and has a mocking, rude, or c1itical tone. A sarcastic rtpnmand is marked 
if tht tucbtr disagrtts with the child using a critical tone. 
-I doo·t rcmcmbcr telling you to write -No 1t" s not cold m here• (crittcal) 
about mumpkins! (sarcastic) -Is that your best wo1K' (cnttcal. mockmg) 
B..-sb Any nrbal comment {usiog a louder tha h]!ical tone for the settioi:} that indicates 
Repri.maad: disapproval ofa studcnt(s) behavior. Harsh reprimand i.s also marked ifthe reprimand 
imp lies nc11:ati\·c conscqueoccs (c.11. . a threat). 
-One mort outburst and no recess -Excuse Mt! 
(threat) -How many times do I uttd to rcmilld you to 
-I won "t tell vou a11.3in (threat) put your homework folder in your backpack! 
Gesture Any 1estun (without 5P!alda&) that indicates disapproval of a student behavior (e.g .. 
Reprlmaad: hands on hips). Teacher �y also 11:csture by ph:nic�· 1uicliD1 the child's bod�· to a 
preferred area or activity 
-Teacher puts her hands on hips with a d1sappro\·ing look towards students. 
-A cluld •� not sitting on the carpet so the teacher moves over to the child. grabs the 
ch1ld. s band. and mo,·cs the child to the carpet. 
-A teacher shakes their head at a sn1dent when the student 1s disruptmJZ class 
BEHAVIORAL CLASSROOM DEFINITIONS: T'"De of Delinrv 
Lare• Use of reprimud towud 7 or more stadeats without using individual student names, 
Group: physically touching individual students, making eye contact to a specific individual or 
small 21oup, OR 11:estwinR to an individual student or a small 21oup. 
-··Have you guys had too much sugar. you arc really not listening today.·· 
-··sc quiet:· Phrase spoken outwardly to the group without eye contact to a specific 
student or group. u� of a student or group name. or physical contact. 
-After the lar1:e &!Oup (whole class} lau1:hs at a student who misbeha,·es. teacher 
rcsnnnds bv savin2 (i.e . . ··you know better than to lauRh at that'"). 
SmaD Use ofreprimaad toward 2� studeats that is identified by the teacher describing the 
Group: small group or using the group's name OR gestwing to the grooo. 
-Teac.her 1:estures to the front row (hands on hips. disapproving look) 
-Teacher says ··the back 1·ow is too loud·· 
-Teacher savs ·'if the lion nouo keeps it up. they won·1 be ROinR to recess·· 
llldhidaal: Use of reprimaad toward a sillcle studeat that is identifitd by the teacher using the 
student's nmie. physically touching the studtnt. gesturing to the student, OR looking 
ditectlv at the student. EX21DDlcs include: 
-Tcachtr uses rcprlliwid statement and then names individual studcuts. Count rcpriniand 
for how many students were named. even if only one rcprimand statement was used. 
-Afte1· an illdhidual student burbs. the teacher responds back to the ind1\·idual (i.e .. 
··that is not aporooriate · t 
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:\.cldi�I Eump&.� for Midclle Sd1ool ud m T tacun 
SPECIFIC PR:\ISE: Aay :!Jl!C1fic '�or P'1'ft that�� a b\·cnble judpnmt on m xtmty. 
product. or attribute of mi. �TQdmr. Eiw:aples. '"Gr.at poW. � for cODlnl>utmi!" "f m �cl you pit your work 
Nmtcl ID Oii tum" �b,,  put job kffpllll yoar \'Olwm down." 
�llLD REJ>R.Dl\..'l>: Any \•etb?! commmt (d.h,·e1d i.n • oormai toM con;1duw: � '!flll!C) by• toe� to 
mW.cart di0.1ppronl of :tu� bW\�Ot. l1ie nrb•I comme.ar cm be JD ui:.ttuction fo� :tudtxu mc.behluor. 
R..pruzwid c. SQ!!Sli! <bntO i1Dd omy be dt:cnbed ;a, a tnc� ·fi<!u'eC!lon" of :tudect mc.bW\'lor �•pMl.11& 
wub a �tudmt \\'1th the •lr.e11St of 0>1c>:m or • cntic.J toot \\0ould be con;1dered • imld r�n.m.tnd. E:umpl.: 
indud.: ··Thi> i5 not cb. lmM to be aJian&" ''So dwik you" "You know b.lm" -Stt nibt boift." 
�ILDil-:\1 REPRnl\..'l>: Ai!y \'etbal commem (uoyy;. OJ.re>:IJC 01 gigc•I Ioctl b,· l tudw to 111chnrt 
di0.1pprczpJ of=dotnt beh3''101 Tht \0..baJ commt.DI I> SOQ� !bntfl :i.nd �· be 111 the form of 3 que:llOll dut C. 
ch:apprO\'UIJ i1Dd lw • mochng rudt or cnttc.J toot Cl t. !bt oncal. nor • 10! gutttton) Dc..lp-Mllll '"th • 
:tudenr u:.mi • cnttc•I toM i:. con:a� •medium rtpnDUDd Example:: "I don I r1111�be1 t� you 10 :II .md 
t.aU: to your fntncl: (a1cL-nc roM)" ·No. u': not cold 111 but" "l: that your be:;t wod.:' (moc.k.t.o.i;)" 
H:\RSH REPRnl\.'l>: Ao)'\'etbal coaum.DJ(uepg a louc»r thm "Weal � fOI' m. �mac> b\- a 1ucher 10 
1.9cbc•t d!oappronl of• :tudm! be.ba\�or H=b re� irxlude th. unphc•noo of ntflll\'t conoequmce: (1.e . 
a tluut) or any prolong ch:cu;�1oq <30 � or  longer) Jbout mc.�'lor E:umples 111Cludt: -One man disrupbon 
md ,,.,_..,. u 1oini to ISS" "Exeu>e _! .. -1 won't �y rt �-- -H.,..· many ti.m.> do .,.. Dffd to ro °' . .,. __ ! 
(loud)." 
CES TI'RE RD'Rnl\..'l>: Az.y m!!n Cll!'J!bout same> dyt jpdM;m; d!Hppronl of i =&tnt btb\"IOI' (e.1 .. 
� oo bip>). Gt:;turt 0CC1r. .. .i.m • � u phr..i.c� ;uid!d « prog>ttd ro i prUured ..... or xtn'll)'. 
E:umplu: Si..lw:ii bud to c01111m1111c• ":;top dOU>C duit" Studmt � to  s« up from de>k. tucbu toucbe:-. 
tlbo111• to mdlullt "pl up. -
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p,)'t�Ult.V Otv•rttm:hl 
bOO l..iMuln A�t-nu..­
Cl'wrlntun.. Ulmcm. 61920 3099 
Oft'ott 217 S81 2127 
F•� 217 581 �7M Web hllu llp)>'(h cty edy/ 
Appendix E 
Classroom Strategies & Teacher Perceptions 
You Mc umkd 10 part1c1patc w a rc�arch study conducted by Margaret Florcss. Ph.D & Sara Hayn. 
B .A . . from the Psychology Oepattntmt at Easkm Illinois Univm;ity. 
Pl"RPOSE OF THE STil>Y 
The purpo� of the study is 10 ClUWUDc iwddlc school and high school teachers· � of claswoom 
managnnmt strategics in gmeral cducattoo classrooms. There is little information abou1 bow oftm 
tcacbcri use s�citic strategics an general educanon.. �p«uilly among iwddlc school and !ugh school 
teachers. We MC also antcrcsted in the rdauooslup between classroom stratcgiM and teacher pcrcepuoos 
of das�oom strategics and s�t disoplanc. 
PROCEDll ES 
lf you volunteer to partu�ipatc an tills srudy. you will be a'lkcd IO" 
1) Allow r�Mcb HslSlants to complete O:VC, 20-miDulf obur..-arioo 111 your classroom durutg 
class instrue1100 (lccrurc). 
2) Complete a Britf qutstiouuait·t (approlC.Ull3tcly 5 llllllUtcs to complete). 
�CE'.'\Trn:s FOR PARTICIPA TIO:'\ 
If you are one of the fint .fO particlp101� to partmpate w tills study you will re-ce1ve a small 
gift of appre-ciahon (valued at approxunately S5). 
IDE'.'ITIFICA TIO:'\ OF IX\ 'ISTIGA TORS 
lf you arc intCJMted in participating or bearing more inforwation about this study. please contact: 
Margaret Floress. Ph.D. 
217-581-3523- office 
812-219-8419 - cell 
mfloress@etu.edu 
